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play to runners who report at a numbers 
bank in another State. The interstate car
rying of slips or writings, indicating the 
amounts of bets and the numbers played, · is 
essential to this type of operation. The 
proposed statute would prohibit the inter
state carrying of such numbers slips. 

The fear of a raid by Federal or .local police 
has turned the attention of the numbers op
erators and the bookmakers to the problem 
of quick disposition of the records used in 
the conduct of the business. This would 
include the papers used to record the bets 
of the numbers played by the individual bet
tor. The operators . are making our · task 
more difficult through the use of fiash paper 
for the quick disposition of the records; 
This paper is highly infiammable and will 
burst into fiame if a cigarette is placed on 
it. In less time than it will take a law en
forcement officer to cross the room, a book
maker can turn his records into a pile of 
ashes of no use as evidence against him. 

We wish to curtail the interstate trans
portation of this type of equipment. If we 
do so, the bookmaker and numbers opera
tor is going to find another specialized type 
of equipment to frustrate our efforts. We 
thus are asking for this bill to curtail the 
interstate shipment of paraphernalia that is 
used, intended or designed for use. in their 
activities. With this broad prohibition we 
hope to be able to keep step with the crim
inal element as it tries a different approach 
to the problem. 

The last bill I will comment upon is H.R. 
3021, which would amend chapter 95 of title 
18, United States Code, to permit the com
pelling of testimony under certain condi
tions and the granting of immunity from 
p-osecution in connection therewith. This 
proposal was first submitted to the Congress 
on May 25, 1959, by my predecessor. The bill 
was introduced as H.R. 7392 but did not pass. 
It was resubmitted to the Congress on 
January 18, 1961. In our examination of the 
program submitted by the previous adminis
tration, we found that the b111 will perform 
a necessary function and I recommend its 
enactment. 

The experience of the Department has 
shown that there are difficulties in obtaining 
proof of violation of the Taft-Hartley Act 
and the Hobbs Act because certain portions 
of those acts overlap. For example, an em
ployer may have been the victim of labor 
extortion, which is prohibited by the Hobbs 
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The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braska-mp, 

D.D., offered the following prayer: 
Jeremiah 31: 3: I have loved thee with 

an everlasting love; therefore with loving 
kindness have I drawn thee. 

Eternal and ever-blessed God, we 
thank Thee for the tenderness and 
tenacity of Thy love which we need 

Act. However, because he has made pay
ments to the labor raCketeer, -lie may fear 
that the payments will be construed by pros
ecutive agencies or a grand jury as a payment 
to the labor leader in violation of the Taft
Hartley Act. Thus, the employer· under
standably is reluctant to testify about trans
actions that are not clear-cut violations of 
the Hobbs Act. In this gray area of activity 
our difficulties in obtaining proof are 
substantial. 
· This proposal will permit us to call the 
buinessman before the- grand jury, compel 
him to testify as to the transactions. If he 
first refuses to answer the questions on the 
basis of his constitutional privilege, he could 
be given immunity against prosecution for 
any matter, thing, or transaction about 
which his testimony is compelled. 

We will then be able to obtain the evi
dence we need against the person who is 
most culpable in the matter while relieving 
the fears of the person who has been 
wronged. 

In addition, in Hobbs Act violations, we 
very often run into a situation where a 
person is a conduit for funds from an em
ployer to a labor racketeer. The conduit, 
while not the most culpable person involved, 
is nevert-heless able to and under the pres
ent law justified in refusing to answer any 
questions about the transaction on the basis 
of his constitutional privilege. If the pres
ent bil1 is enacted we will be able to require 
testimony from the least culpable of the 
conspirators and obtain the proof we need 
for conviction of the real offenders. 

In summary this bill will enable the 
Department to prosecute with more eff-ec
tiveness the persons engaged in labor -rack
eteering which is tied into the rest of 
organized crime and has become such a. 
blight upon the business community, 

Mr. Chairman, in conclusion, I would like 
to read into the record the comments· of 
Mr. J. Edgar Hoover, Director of the FBI, 
about the bills I have discussed. Mr. 
Hoover's statement is as follows: 

"Your legislative program as to interstate 
crime currently pending in Congress should 
.receive the wholehearted endorsement of law 
enforcement at Federal, State, and local 
levels. As we are all aware, the growing seri
ousness of the Nation's crime problem pre
sents an increasing threat to the safety and 
welfare of the Nation. Today its severe 
effects are felt directly or indirectly in ·every 
home in America. In terms of dollars and 

ing assailed by doubt and whose whole 
life seems to be one of con:flict and 
struggle, of labor and sorrow, and of 
heartache and anguish. 

Grant that our love may be a world 
feeling and may Thy light and truth 
·shine in all the dark and dismal places 
of the earth, bringing unto mankind the 
.blessings of peace and joy. 

Hear us in Christ's name. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
so supremely and which alone can The Journal of the proceedings of yes-
satisfy us. terday was read and approved. 

We humbly acknowledge that day by 
day we plan and propose, we counsel 
and contrive, and often feel very self- - MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
confident and self -suftlcient. 

Help us to understand that our hope 
for success and security cannot rest 
upon our own skill and human ingenu .. 
ity, but upon Thy divine guidance and 
hold upon us. 

May our hearts go out in love and 
sympathy toward all whose faith is be-

A message from the Senate by Mr. 
McGown, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate disagrees to the amend
ments of the House to the bill (S. 610) 
entitled "An act to strengthen the for
eign and domestic - commerce of the 
United States ·by providing for the es-

cents alone crime imposes ~ tremendous buF- · 
den upon us all. OUr annual · cost ·of crime 
now totals $22 billlori-the equfvaient of 
$128 :for every man, woman, ana child in 
these United States. · · . 

"One of the most · deeply entrenc~ed seg
ments of crime is represented in the under
world activities of racketeers and professional 
hoodlums. I refer to the vice barons, those 
engaged in illegal gambling, commercialized 
prostitution, and illicit liquor operations as 
well as the narcotics peddlers and the strong
arm racketeers whose lucrl'loti.ve illiqit profits 
are derived from eveJ;"y stratum of our society. 
Many of these racketeers utilize interstate 
facilities and operate with impunity, if not 
in open defiance. 

"The ranks of law enforcement are closing 
against the challenge of hoodlum lawless
ness. As an example, on a day-to-day basis 
the FBI exchanges informa:tion with other 
law enforcement agencies at the local, State, 
and Federal levels concerning the operations 
and activities of professional hoodlums. 
During the past 6 mon:ths the FBI has dis
seminated over 53,000 items of a criminal 
intelligence nature to other law enforcing 
authorities. 

"In addition, tlie scientific fac'ilities of our 
laboratory and the fingerprint services of our 
~dentification Division have been fully avau .. 
able to all agencies which are joined in the 
fight against crime. In return the FBI re
ceived invaluable assistance throughout the 
year from other members of the law enforce
ment profession in all parts of the Nation. 

"These important weapons, science and co
operation, are successfully meeting the hood
lum challenge of lawlessness every day in the 
areas where we are now empowered by law to 
use them. These can be made even more 
effective if the law e~orcement profession is 
given authority to bring these fac111tie:~ to 
be_ar on those present voids in the law which 
allow organized crime and racketeering to 
operate on an interstate basis. 

"This new and vitally needed legislation, 
which you have proposed, will strengthen the 
Federal Government's hand and will provide 
it with additional effective weapons in stamp
ing out the evil of organized crime. I! en
acted into law, these legislative proposals 
would certainly enable the Government to 
proceed more effectively and vigorously 
against the well-entrenched interstate rack
eteers who are beyond the reach of local law 
enforcement." 

tablishment of a U.S. Travel Service 
within the Department of Commerce 
and a Travel Advisory Board," requests 
a conference with the House on the dis
agreeing votes of the two Houses there
on, and appoints Mr. MAGNUSON, Mr. 
SMATHERS, Mr. BARTLETT, Mr. BUTLER, 
and Mr. COTTON to be the conferees on 
the part of the Senate. 

HON. LOUISE G. R~ECE 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that the gentle
woman from Tennessee, Mrs. LoUISE G. 
REECE, be permitted to take the oath of 
office today. Her certificate of election 
has not arrived, but there is no contest, 
and no question has been raised with re
gard to her election. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
Mrs. REECE ap:Peared at the . bar of 

the House and took the oath of office. 
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RESIGNATION OF ME¥13ER FROM 

A COMMTITEE 
The SPEAKER laid before the House 

the following communication, which was 
read: 
Hon. SAM RAYBURN, 
Member of Congress, 
Speaker of the House of RepTeszntatives, 
The Capitol, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: It is with regret that I 
submit to you my resignation from the 
Committee on Publlc Works. 

It was an honor and a privilege to serve 
on this committee, and I wish to commend 
the Members with whom I . served who work
ed so hard to produce an outstanding record 
in the Congress. 

Sincerely yours, 
HERMAN T. SCHNEEBELI, 

Member of Congress. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
the resignation will be accepted. 

There was no objection. 

APPOINTMENT OF MEMBERS TO 
A COMMITTEE 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I send 
to the desk a privileged resolution and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H. RES. 307 

Resolved, That the following-named Mem
bers be, and they are hereby, elected mem
bers of the standing Committee of the House 
of Representatives on Public Works: JoHN 
C. KUNKEL, Pennsylvania; LOUISE G. REECE, 
Tennessee. 

The· resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 

INVESTIGATION OF OIL IMPORT 
PROGRAM 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, today -I 

have asked Subcommittee No. 4, of the 
House Small Business Committee, to 
make an investigation of the present im
port quota program for foreign crude oil. 
The Honorable ToM SNEED, chairman, 
has assured me that the subcommittee 
will make a thorough investigation and 
appraisal of this program as it affects 
small business in the oil exploration, pro
duction, and refining fields. 

Congress has recognized that a vigor
ous, healthy petroleum industry in the 
United States is vital both to our domes
tic economy and our national defense 
and, in the Trade Agreement Extension 
Act of 1958, gave the administration 
both the power and the duty to limit for
eign oil imports sufficiently to maintain 
a vigorous and competitive industry in 
this country. 

Recent hearings held by the Depart
ment of the Interior suggest, however, 
that, instead of making full use of the 
powers which have been granted, the 
previous administration put into ef
fect a program whieh may b~ y.reakeri-
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ing the domestic oil industry and foster
ing monopoly control. The program 
which has been devised is a most un
usual kind, to say the least, and may 
indeed be the only one of its kind. If 
the testimony given by industry repre
sentatives at these hearings is correct, 
the import program now in effect 
amounts to a cash dole to independent 
refiners, by way of compensation for 
large-scale imports which serve the 
special advantage of the few big com
panies that own or control sources of 
foreign oil, as well as refineries and dis
tribution systems in the United States. 

Refineries in all parts of the United 
States are given quotas of foreign oil
and ration tickets good for the purchase 
of this cheap oil-though most of these 
refiners have never used foreign oil and 
cannot, as a practical matter, use for
eign oil because of the freight cost from 
coastal points inland. It appears that 
cash markets for these ration tickets are 
in operation and inland refiners are sell
ing their quotas to coastal refiners at 
prices ranging from between $1 to $1.25 
per barrel. If the effect of this system 
is as it seems, namely to encourage inde
pen-dent refiners to trade a portion of 
their markets to the international oil 
companies in return for cash payments, 
then certainly the program is neither 
helping to maintain a vigorous competi
tive u.S. industry nor encouraging dis
covery and development of new som·ces 
of oil in the United States. Yet the 
Trade Agreement Extension Act of 1958 
was intended to serve both purposes. 

There is little doubt that the serious 
plight of the U.S. crude oil industry is a 
direct result of the big company imports 
of foreign oil. Since this program was 
_put into effect, the number of oil wells in 
the United States has declined steadily, 
and today only one-half of the oil drilling 
rigs in this country are in operation. In 
Texas, the country's largest oil producing 
State, producing wells are operating only 
8 days a month. The result has been a 
Joss of tens of thousands of jobs and a 
serious weakening of an industry in 
which the United States has previously 
led the world. 

It is a sign of the future that only 14 
college freshmen enrolled in petroleum 
engineering courses this spring, at the 
University of Texas, a leading center of 
training in the petroleum sciences. As 
late as the fall of 1957, the University of 
Texas was giving training to 134 fresh
men in petroleum engineering. 

I am confident that the subcommittee, 
under Chairman STEED, will make a fair 
and careful study of the present quota 
system, to make sure that this is the best 
system that can be reasonably devised in 
view of both our domestic and foreign 
obligations, and not just a system which 
confers undue favoritism on the few 
great inte~·national oil companies. 

CASTRO'S RANSOM DEMAND 

Mr. DORN. Mr. Speaker, I ask -unan
imous consent to adQres$ the :aouse for 
1 minute. and to revise and extend my 
rema1·ks. -

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from South 
Carolina? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. DORN. Mr. Speaker, Castro is a 

gangster of the lowest order. He is now 
adopting the tactics of the kidnap out
laws of the "Ma" Barker-"Machinegun" 
Kelly era. If he is successful with his 
present ransom demand, his success will 
set a precedent and model for every 
Communist gangster in Africa, Asia, and 
Latin America. We do not have enough 
bulldozers, tractors, or dollars in the 
United States to buy off every Commu
nist thug and racketeer in the world. 

With this ransom, Castro's prestige 
and military potential will be greatly 
strengthened. We should face reality 
and for once be practical and approach 
this shocking demand with common
sense. Castro can sell these tractors or 
.exchange them for jet aircraft, missiles, 
and artillery. This deal might thus bet
ter enable him to bomb Miami, Mobile, 
and New Orleans. In the long run it 
could cost us thousands of lives on the 
beaches of Cuba and the lives of inno
cent civilians in the United States .. 

Our Government should -forbid any 
equipment of any nature from leaving 
the shores of the United States to 
strengthen and support an avowed 
enemy. Our Government should go 
further and prevent with our Navy and 
Air Force any material from being 
shipped into Cuba from Russia, China, 
their satellites, or from misguided Amer
ican sympathizers. Any arrangement 
with Castro will work to his advantage. 
This despicable Castro proposal could be 
a scheme to get more of his subversive 
agents into the United States. 

At least I hope our State Department 
and Government will take no action to 
encourage and support this type of 
blackmail which strengthens our Com
munist enemies and will cost us more 
lives in the future. 

. MILLIONS FOR DEFENSE, NOT ONE 
CENT FOR TRIBUTE 

Mr. BECKER. Mr. Speaker, I - ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BECKER. Mr. Speaker, submis-

. sion to Fidel Castro's demand for 500 
bulldozers in exchange for the Cuban 
freedom fighters he now is holding in 
prisons, would constitute an abject sur
render to the crudest form of blackmail 

-and an abandonment of principles this 
Nation has held sacred since its 
founding. 

In Tel Aviv at this moment another 
mass murderer-Adolf Eichmann-is on 
trial for the most heinous crime of all 

_time. He, too, offered to free Jews held 
in the barbarous Nazi prison camps if he 
were given trucks in exchange. The 
Allies, acting on principle, refused to bow 

. to Eichmann's blackmail attempt, even 
though his price was considerably less 
than that being demanded today by the 

. paranoiac dictator of Cu~a. 
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It long has been an established crimi
nal fact that blackmailers do not 
abandon their odious demands upon 
acquiesence to their initial terms. 
Those who received Eichmann's demands 
knew this, and the American people and 
their Government should know it about 
Castro. 

If Castro's ransom demands are met, 
there will be additional and more costly 
exactions. That this will be the course 
of his actions already has been indicated 
in his statements of yesterday, in which 
he threatened to cancel the bulldozers
for-prisoners offer if this Nation contin
ues to refer to it as an exchange. Castro 
prefers to call his blackmail an indemni
fication and said that if an exchange is . 
called for, it should concern political 
prisoners. 

He is offering, as an alternative to the 
bulldozer exchange, to free prisoners 
held in Cuba for such men as Francis
co-the Hook-Molina and other of his 
followers here, in Nicaragua, Guatemala, 
and Spain. 

Molina, whom Castro refers to as a 
political prisoner and a martyr, it should 
be remembered, now is awaiting sentenc
ing in New York for the killing of a 9-
year-old Venezuelan girl in a restaurant 
there during a political fight. 

If Castro succeeds in getting his de
mands, Mr. Speaker, we can expect to be 
subjected to more such blackmail and to 
further immoral and unjust conditions. 

That this Government does not offi
cially endorse the Castro ransom de
mand or the so-called exchange of po
litical prisoners would in no way lessen 
American responsibility. We would be 
in the disgraceful position of passively 
endorsing an action by private citizens 
which is contrary to all codes of justice 
and of giving our tacit blessing to inter
national blackmail. 

Further, the meeting of Castro's de
mands would negate the very purpose of 
the invasion in which his prisoners were 
captured-the liberation of the CUban 
people. We would be doing so because of 
the obvious fact that the tractors thus 
paid in tribute would be used to 
strengthen the one Communist fortress 
in this hemisphere and further stifle the 
hopes for a free and independent Cuba. 

Only the naive or the purposely blind 
could believe that those who now suffer 
in CUban prisons because of their efforts 
to overthrow the tyrannical rule of Fidel 
Castro were not willing to die, if neces
sary, to free their native Cuba. 

To meet at this time the hysterical 
demands for the tools this oppressive 
and rabid dictator requires to further 
inter-Cuban freedom would be a dis-

. honor to those who already have sacri
ficed their lives in the cause of freedom 
90 miles to the south of us and would 
make the admittedly awkward and inept 
invasion attempt sanctioned by the 
White House even more ridiculous in 
the eyes of the world. 

Although the American people histor
ically have aided the oppressed and 
sought free captive peoples everywhere. 
our countenancing of the Castro black
mail would have an opposite effect in 
that it would prolong the period during 

which all Cubans must remain the slaves 
of commu.nism. - Such an action also 
would give even greater credence to 
communistic claims that ours is an 
opportunistic country completely lacking 
in principle. 

· No one,· Mr. Speaker, appears to have 
proposed an exchange of our surplus 
grain, which is costing American tax
payers millions of dollars annually in 
storage costs alone, for the Americans 
who have been held prisoner by the 
Chinese Reds for 10 years. And most 
of these prisoners, it should be remem
bered, are missionaries whose only crime 
against the government in which they 
are held seems to have been that they 
were there when the Communists took 
over that hapless land. 

But wheat can only be used to relieve 
hunger. It cannot aid tyranny and is 
not the price Castro demands. He needs 
weapons of a type he is not receiving 
from his Communist masters, but which 
he can use to further fortify Cuba and 
thus strengthen the bonds with which he 
now holds the Cuban people. 

Those who now would bow to Castro's 
rabid demands, Mr. Speaker, should 
keep in mind that many of the men 
who landed on Cuban beaches in the 
abortive invasion attempt of last month 
gave their lives that Cuba might be free. 
Our surrender now would sully the 
memory of those whose lives were spent 
in this vain battle of independence. 

In four short months, this Nation's 
prestige abroad has been lower almost 
to the vanishing point. It is to be hoped 
that we will not further assail our na
tional image by kowtowing to a pint
sized dictator. 

In 1797, Charles Cotesworth Pinckney, 
who was our minister to the French Re
public, made a statement which is 
familiar to all Americans. It was, "Mil
lions for defense, but not one cent for 
tribute." 

Actually, Mr. Pinckney's words were a 
bit stronger and were toned down be
cause they were to be inscribed on his 
cenotaph in st. Michael's churchyard in 
Charleston, S.C. He said, "not one 
damned penny for tribute." 

As strong as that was for the day and 
time, Mr. Speaker, I believe this Nation 
should be even stronger and more out
spoken in its dealings with this, the most 
deranged criminal we have had to deal 
with in many years. 

CASTRO THE BLACKMAILER 
Mr. ALGER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
t·emarks . 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ALGER. Mr. Speaker, will Amer

ica, lulled in the sweet dream of peace, 
slumber too long, unaware of the true 
nature of the Communist conspiracy, 
until we awake to find our cause has been 
lost? The astounding news stories of 
this past weekend make me fearful that 
our desire to be humane, to be good, has 
blinded us to the real purpose of the 

Communists, destruction of the United 
States and domination of the world. 
How often must we recall this Red pur
pose, stressed by every Communist lead
er since Lenin, before our people rec
ognize that they mean it? Yet, in the 
face of recent Communist aggression, in 
spite of the demonstration of Red 
bestiality as exemplified in Hungary, 
Tibet, and Cuba, we now have a national 
movement underway, approved, accord
ing to press statements, by the State 
Department, to submit to blackmail by 
Castro in order to help him build up his 
military and economic strength and 
further insure the success of a Com
munist satellite 90 miles from our coast. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to no man in car
ing for my fellowman. I, too, am im
bued with humanitarian instincts, and I 
grieve deeply for those unfortunates 
now held prisoner by Castro. But, Mr. 
Speaker, we are at war-at war with a 
ruthless enemy who will show no mercy, 
will stop at nothing to accomplish the 
complete destruction of our country and 
its guarantees of freedom and individual 
liberty. These prisoners are the un
fortunate victims ·of that war, just as 
millions of Jews were the victims of Hit
ler, and thousands of American boys 
were victims of the Nazi campaign to 
rule the world. We grieve for the pris
oners of Castro, yes. We salute their 
bravery in their fight for freedom. But 
we betray them and ourselves if we now 
submit to coercion, to blackmail, in 
bringing about their release. 

What effect will such a trade as pro
posed by Castro have on the peoples of 
other Latin-American countries? He 
will become a hero all over again to the 
misguided who refuse to recognize his 
real purpose and know only that he has 
been able to humble and humiliate this 
great Nation. 

We cannot afford to give further aid 
and comfort to the enemy by helping to 
build up Castro. We dare not be black
mailed into bringing about a trade of 
heavy construction equipment for pris
oners of war. Such a barter is morally 
wrong-trading human lives for pieces of 
machinery. Should we be so foolish as 
to enter into such a trade, it will not be 
many days until other twobit bandits 
and potential dictators will be seizing 
American tourists and holding them for 
ransom. Americans, who once were se
cure in the knowledge that wherever 
they traveled they were safe because of 
the strength of the United States and the 
guarantee that we would protect them, 
will become fair targets to a worldwide 
kidnapping ring. 

Mr. Speaker, on October 20, 1960, the 
United States took action to prohibit 
shipment to Cuba "of all goods except 
certain nonsubsidized foodstuffs, medi
cine, and medical supplies which are 
permitted for humanitarian reasons." 
There has been no change in our rela
tionship with Cuba to alter this decision 
made 7 months ago. The need for a 
complete embargo of shipments to Cuba 
is greater now than it was then because 
since that time, Castro has hurled de
fiance at the Western Hemisphere and 
has openly and completely set up a Com
munist state. To now give him, for 
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whatever reason, the heavy _construction 
equipment he so badly needs, will en
able him to strengthen his position in 
Cuba. It will not lead to peace, nor 
guarantee freedom for tnose it is in
tended to help. It will make more cer
tain further demands by Castro, will 
endanger the lives and safety of all 
Americans traveling outside the borders 
of this country, could lead to the loss to 
communism of other Latin-American 
countries, and could well pave the way 
to war once this Communist stooge is 
able to complete the construction of jet 
airbases and missile sites for the con
venience of Soviet-based military 
strength. 

Hard as it will be for Americans to do, 
we must steel ourselves against the ac
tion now being proposed by some well
meaning citizens to raise by public sub
scription some $20 million ransom to 
pay to Castro. The Government must 
forbid the exportation of the heavy con
struction equipment Castro demands. 
We must serve notice that we do not 
deal with international gangsters on 
their terms and that we are ready, will
ing, and able to use the might of this 
Nation, if . need be, to bring about the 
freedom of political prisoners held in de
fiance of international law and to pro
tect our own citizens wherever they may 
be. If we can show unity of purpose in 
protecting ourselves and those who be
lieve in freedom, we will be much more 
successful in dealing with Castro, the So
viet dictators, and any others who 
threaten the peace of the world and the 
liberty of mankind. To do less is to ad
mit weakness and invite further aggres
sion and the war we all hope may be 
avoided. 

The President only recently stated that 
we will free Cuba. It may well be that 
in the end we will have to take such ac
tion through the sacrifice of American 
lives. If this be the case, how can we 
justify giving Castro the equipment he 
needs to strengthen his military might? 

SOUTH VIETNAM AND LAOS 
Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, there is 

an ominous parallel between a recent 
statement made by Vice President JoHN
soN and the speech of Dean Acheson as 
Secretary of State shortly before the 
Communist invasion of South Korea. 

In this speech Acheson placed Korea 
beyond America's defensive perimeter. 
It was an invitation to trouble, and 
trouble came. · 

In Saigon the Vice President said he 
would not recommend that U.S. combat 
forces be stationed in South Vietnam. 
This, too, is an invitation to trouble. 

Today nobody knows how far the 
United States will go, and the Vice Pres

. ident has added to .the uncertainty. 
U.S. combat forces are the most effec

tive -deterre_nt to · aggression, and we 

should publicly offer such forces to South 
Vietnam without delay. 

Another Laos is in the making. Sup
plies and training are not enough. 
Sooner or later, we will be forced to send 
combat forces to a war already in prog
ress, ~or once more be identified with 
failure. 

In South Vietnam and other similar 
trouble spots, we should first determine 
whether the local population really 
wishes to resist Communist takeover. 
If not, forget them. Do not waste re
sources on them. 

If the will to resist does exist, we 
should offer to station U.S. combat 
forces. 

It is a fact of history that no country 
where the U.S. Army has been stationed 
has ever been attacked. 

If we had kept forces in Korea, that 
debacle might have been avoided. 
Marines effectively stabilized the situa
tion in Lebanon. West Berlin would 
not be free today except for the presence 
of American troops. 

The presence of U.S. forces under U.S. 
command has always proved to be the 
most effective deterrent to aggression. 

We should adopt a firm policy, an
nounce it to the world and stick by it. 
Today nobody knows how far we will 
go. This uncertainty has led to trouble 
in the past and will do so again. 

Perhaps the people of Laos had no de
sire to resist the Communist takeover. 
In any case, we spent a lot of money 
there, we are identified in the eyes of 
the world with the resistance which 
failed, and Communist takeover of a 
large portion of that country has al
ready been accomplished. 

In Cuba, we used no combat forces, 
but we are identified with the invasion 
failure nonetheless. All this delights the 
Communists and disturbs the rest of the 
world. Our role in the Cuban invasion 
was incredibly inept and hardly calcu
lated to quicken the spirit of freedom
loving people. 

Now we are confronted with the prob
lem in South Vietnam. Another Laos 
seems to be in the making. We seem to 
be following the same ill-fated road. 
Vice President LYNDON B. JOHNSON made 
it clear in Saigon last week that he will 
not recommend to President Kennedy 
that American combat forces be sta
tioned there. 

By announcing to the world that our 
combat forces will not be stationed in 
South Vietnam, we invite trouble. South 
Vietnam forces may be superior, but 
they cannot head off determined Com
munist forces indefinitely. Sooner or 
later, we will be forced to commit our 
own combat forces or be identified once 
more with failure. 

If we commit our forces in advance 
of Communist action, the attack will 
probably never come. If we get into the 
fight in midstream, we may trigger a 
big war. 

President Kennedy may be concerned 
lest his party be identified once more as 
the war party. 

If so, he should realize that the un
certainty and weakness of present policy 
is far more apt to bring war than an 
open, strong, and consistent policy of 

containment. No patriotic American 
will ever criticize President Kennedy for 
commiting combat forces to protect free
dom-loving people from aggression. 
Every patriot has the right and duty to 
criticize ineptitude and the too-little 
too-late policies which invite aggression. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON ELECTIONS 
Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Subcommit
tee on Elections of the Committee on 
House Administration may be permitted 
to sit while the House is in session today. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Okla
homa.? 

There was no objection. 

ONE-WAY STREET IN TRADE AND 
AID PROGRAMS 

The SPEAKER. Under previous order 
of the House, the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. DENT], is recognized for 
30minutes. 

Mr. DENT. Mr. Speaker, under leave 
from the House, I have been permitted 
to speak for 30 minutes, and as usual
! am discussing a matter that is para
mount in my opinion. 

I have tried to call to the attention of 
the House that we are traveling down the 
one-way street in trade and aid pro
grams. I have attempted to show that 
under our reciprocal trades agreements, 
we have allowed American industry and 
the American workingman to be vic
timized by foreign producers of consumer 
goods. 

I have tried to explain that many of 
the items that are sold are not identified 
to the consumer with their country of 
origin. 

When I made this statement I was 
challenged by certain authorities who 
said that this was a figment of my imag
ination. 

On January 3, I introduced legislation 
concerning all foreign produced goods 
to be so advertised and so marketed in 
these United States. 

I have presented today facts and in
formation to the House Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce, which 
I will make part of my talk here today 
showing the brazen, bald-faced attempt 
by foreign producers through their 
American mouthpieces to undermine 
American industry and American pro
duction by disguising foreign products 
in such a manner that their state of 
origin is not known to the consumer. 

I sincerely believe that the time has 
come for this Congress to stop living in 
the past-to awaken .to the dangers in
herent in our present status, and to read 
behind the headlines in the world's 
many disorders and disruptions such as 
Cuba, Laos, Vietnam, Belgian Congo, and 
the entire African Continent, as well as 
our neighbors to the south, the Latin 
American countries. 

Unless we become realistic and prac
tical in the operation of this Government 
and its economy, I can assure this Con
gress that the one-way street we are on 
will lead us into political oblivion. 
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The following is a true copy of all ma
terial and references to the above state
ments: 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., May 19, 1961 . 

MY DEAR COLLEAGUE: On January 3, 1961, 
in the very beginning of this session I in
troduced H.R. 1149, copy of which is at
tached hereto. 

Like many other American buyers, I was 
disturbed by the fact that I could purchase 
consumer goods in any of the public market
places ·not knowing the country of their 
origin. 

Although we do have Federal regulations 
and some Federal law pertaining to this sub
ject, it appears that in the phase of adver
tising either at the local point of sale or 
through the recognized advertising me
dium, newspapers, radio, television, and 
other media, there is no restrictive cove
nant to protect an unsuspecting purchaser 
who does not particularly want to buy a 
foreign-made product and even if he were 
inclined to buy same, he would at least like 
to know where it was made. 

I call this to your attention because this 
day, May 19, I have received a letter that 
shows this practice of selling unmarked or 
unidentified foreign-origin products has 
gone beyond the local housewife consumer 
stage that invaded the area of primary p!"O
curement in the manufacturing process so 
essential to our well-being. 

I quote from a letter without quoting the 
names of the companies involved for rea
sons you can understand: 

"On another subject, I am attaching to 
this letter a copy of the most recent glaring 
example of what we are up against in the 
tool steel business in regard to imports. 
This new threat is described in the attached 
copy of a letter from th.e -------------- Co. 
to one of our very good customers in the 
Detroit area. This is an offer from a Japa
nese firm to send material into this country 
at substantially lower prices, but I would 
like to call particular attention to paragraph 
3 of page 2 of this letter. I call attention 
to the portion which reads as follows: 

" 'The high-speed steel bars will not bear 
any markings except heat numbers, unless 
you desire your own marks or colors to be 
placed on the steel. If, for any reason, it is 
necessary for us to rebox the material here 
upon arrival in order to obscure the fact of 
Japanese origin, this can be arranged at a 
nominal charge.' 

"This, John, is a barefaced statement of 
illegal intent to evade the law requiring 
marking or to change the marking once the 
material has arrived here. What other eVi
dence do we need that we are in an aU-out 
war for survival? 

"Thanks again for your many courtesies 
and your helpfulness. 

"Sincerely yours, 
"JOE, 

" President." 
Copies of the correspondence between the 

offering foreign importer and the American 
buyer are attached for your information. 

I would appreciate an opportunity to ap
pear before your committee if, in your wis
dom, this legislation merits your consid.era
tion. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOHN H. DENT, 

Chairman. 

Be it enacted by the Se1Utte and House 
of Representatives of the United States oj 
America in Congress assembled, That (a) 
no person shall disseminate, or cause to be 
disseminated, any advertisement.-

( 1) by the United States mails, or in 
commerce by any means, for the purpose of 
inducing, or which is likely to induce, di
rectly or indirectly, the purchase of any 

article manufactured or otherwise produced 
in any foreign country, or 

(2) by any means, for the purpose o.f in
ducing, or which is likely to induce, directly 
or indirectly, the purchase of any article 
manufactured or othel'wise produced in 
any foreign country, 
unless such advertisement contains words 
stated or printed in such manner to as give 
actual notice to prospective purchasers of 
the country of origin o.f such article. 

(b) Whoever violates subsection (a) of 
this section shall be punished by a fine of 
not more than $1,000 or imprisoned for a 
term of not more than one year, or both. 

MAY 5, 1961. 

DEAR MR. ---: It was a pleasure to talk 
with you again on Thursday after a lapse 
of several years. This letter will attempt to 
acquaint you with our company and some 
of its objectives in the field of imported 
specialty steels. 

Our company has been formed very re
cently and is supported by responsible peo
ple who are interested in building a sound 
organization for the ·attainment of long-
1.'-ange objectives in the specialty steel mar
·k-ets. While it is possible for us to obtain 
European specialty steels, we are placing our 
emphasis upon five excellent Japanese 
sources, with whom we have exclusive long
term contracts executed in · Japan. The 
qua.Uty of their products is fully equal, and 
in some respects superior, to the domestic or 
European product. This is so primarily be
cause their mills and equipment are much 
more modern, their laboratories are ultra
modern, even to the extent of being equip
ped with electron-beam microscopes, X-ray, 
refiectoscope, and spectrographic equipment. 

The tool steel plant has the reputation !or 
being the leader in its field in Japan. It is 
fully equipped with melting flexibility con
sisting of various sizes of electric arc fur
naces; electric induction . furnaces, and 
vacuum furnaces for the production of the 
higher alloys. Your orders will be produced 
to AISI standards for cheinistry, tolerances 
in inches, finish, etc., or to · your own pro
prietary specifications. You can incur no 
risks on quality. If the steel, when in
spected by your pel'SQnnel upon arrival at 
your plant, proves to . contain any defective 
material, we will accept it for our account, 
subject to the mill's examination-identical 
to domestic mill procedure. 

Your company is famous for the produc
tion of a superlative, high-precision product, 
and as such, you are familiar with the 
Japanese reputation for precision workman
ship. This same concern for precision is 
carried over into their art for making high 
quality specialty steels. 

Delivery to your plant should average ap
proximately 105/120 days from the date of 
order placement. The high speed steel bars 
will not bear any markings except heat num
bers, unless you desire your own 'marks or 
colors to be placed on the steel. If, for any 
reason, it is necessary for us to rebox the 
material here upon arrival in order to ob
scure the fact of Japanese origin, this can 
be arranged at a nominal charge. 

We plan to carry stocks in the Detroit area 
and elsewhere, but whether or not an op
eration such as yours could depend upon 
local stocks in the variety of specific sizes, 
quantities, grades, and finishes you require 
would involve further discussion at your 
convenience. 

Our prices are quoted to you on a "f.o.b. 
delivered" basis to your plant and include 
all charges, ocean freight, insurance, duty, 
and inland freight. 

We are enclosing a chart showing some of 
the high-speed grades and prices for your 
study. You can readily appreciate that these 
substantial savings will range from approx
imately $800 to over $3,000 per ton in these 

grades on the high-speed base price . alone. 
In your particular size requirements, the do
mestic high-speed size extras in hot-rolled 
and/or cold drawn are also high, on which 
you have a further saving of 20 percent. 

These considerable savings could be uti
lized by your company in several ways, at no 
compromise with quality, namely: 

1. Use a higher grade alloy · to make a 
better blade at the same selling price. 

2. Obtain more steel in a given grade from 
same total raw material cost as from pres
ent domestic sources. 

3. Increase your overall gross profit with 
no change in selling prices. 

4. Buy a cold-drawn or ground bar in
stead of hot-rolled and reduce present strad
dle-milling losses through less wastage, etc. 

5. Offset competition from entering your 
field through patent expirations, etc. 

From my limited experience with your 
operations, the above options immediately 
came to mind. You can undoubtedly think 
of many more. 

The only real test is for you to submit 
an order for sufficient quantities in vari
ous sizes, grades, and finishes to give our 
product a realistic pr.oduction run and try 
it in the field. Once this is behind you, we 
believe you and your customers will be more 
than satisfied. We should have your com
plete specifications, tolerances, and finish 
desired. 

There is one other type of finish com
monly employed in Japan, and that is a 
sand-blasted finish on hot-rolled annealed 
flats or rounds. This removes practically 
all scale, and there is no extra for this 
operation, if desired. This should be to 
your advantage in milling if you are now 
using hot-rolled material. 

We have tried to convey as much infor
mation as possible; however, should you 
wish us to call at your plant for further 
details or discussion, we shall be glad to 
oblige. 

For obvio-qs reasons we wish you would 
treat all of the pricing information enclosed 
as intended only for you and your · other 
company officials. 

Very truly yours, 

Pricing information 

Your savings Plus 
on base your 

Our savings 
Do- base on do-

Grade mestic (per mestic 
base pound) Per Per- H.S. 

pound cent extras 
(per-
cent) 

------------
M-2 ______ ___ $1.345 $0.9415 $0. 4035 30 20 M-15.. ______ 2.665 1. 8655 • 7995 30 20 
M-30-------- 1. 545 1. 0815 .4635 30 20 M-34 ___ _____ 1.83 1. 2810 .5490 30 20 M-36 ________ 2.32 1.6240 .6960 30 20 
T-2. -- ---- - - 2.005 1.4035 .6015 30 20 '1.'-4 ____ _____ 2.545 1. 7815 • 7635 30 20 T-5 __ _______ 2.915 2.0405 .8745 30 20 
T-6. -------- 4.33 2.8145 1. 5155 35 20 
T-8. -------- 2.485 1. 7395 . 7455 30 20 
T-15. ------- 2. 77 1.9390 .8310 30 20 

Congressman JoHN H. DENT, 21st District 
ot Pennsylva.nia, today called upon the House 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com
merce to give consideration to H.R. 1149, a 
bill introduced in January by the Congress
man which would make it mandatory that 
all foreign made products be so advertised as 
to leave no doubt as to the country of origin. 

The Congressman said "that many Ameri
cans innocently buy foreign made goods 
which are deliberately Inislabled and mis
branded with a definite plan in mind to fool 
the American consumer." 

DENT quoted from a letter from an im
porter of Japanese steel which recognizes 
that it is to their advantage to hide the origin 
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of the product. The following was quoted 
from the letter: . . . 

"The high-speed steel bars will not bear 
any markings except heat numbers, unless 
you desire your own marks or colors to be 
placed on the steel. If, for any reason, it is 
necessary for us to rebox the material here 
upon arrival in order to obscure the fact of 
Japanese origin, this can be arranged at a 
nominal charge." 

The Congressman labeled this "a barefaced 
statement of illegal intent to evade any ex
isting law requiring markings or even worse, 
to create a condition of collusion between an 
American purchaser and a foreign exporter 
after the material had arrived by destroying 
all evidence of its Japanese origin. 

"When my committee on imports starts its 
hearings, I fully intend to subpena the par
ties participating in such schemes and plots 
in order to expose how far this country has 
traveled on the 'one-way street of economic 
self-destruction'," concluded DENT. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

By unanimous consent, permission to 
extend remarks in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD, or to revise and extend remarks, 
was granted to: 

Mr. SELDEN and to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. FRAZIER and to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. SCHNEEBELI. 
Mr. DENT <at the request of Mr. AL

BERT) to revise and extend his remarks 
and to include extraneous matter in his 
special order of today. 

(The following Member <at the re
quest of Mr. GooDELL) and to include 
extraneous matter: ) 

Mr. SHORT and to include extraneous 
matter, notwithstanding the fact it ex
ceeds the limit and is estimated by the 
Public Printer to cost $425.25. 

(The following Member <at the re
quest of Mr. WHITENER), and to include 
extraneous matter:) 

Mr. FOGARTY. 

BILLS PRESENTED TO THE 
PRESIDENT 

Mr. BURLESON, from the Committee 
on House Administration, reported that 
that committee did on May 22, 1961, 
present to the President, for his ap
proval, bills of the House of the follow
ing titles: 

H.R. 5571. An act to provide for the addi
tion or additions of certain lands to the 
Effigy Mounds National Monument in the 
State of Iowa, and for other purposes. 

H.R. 6100. An act to amend title VI of the 
Merchant Marine Act, 1936, to authorize the 
payment of operating-differential subsidy 
for cruises. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Speaker, I 
move that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord
ingly (at 12 o'clock and 11 minutes 
p.m.>, the House adjourned until to
morrow, Wednesday, May 24, 1961, at 
12 o'clock noon. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu
tive communications were taken from 

the Speaker's table and referred as fol
lows: 

941. A · letter from the Comptroller ' Gen
eral of the Unlted·States, transmitting are
port on review of the military assistance 
program for Taiwan, as administered by 
the Military Assistance Advisory Group 
(MAAG) in Taiwan; to the Committee on 
Government Operations. 

942. A letter from the Secretary of the 
Army, transmitting a letter from the Chief 
of Engineers, Department of the Army, 
dated March 31, 1961, submitting a report 
together with accompanying papers and il
lustrations, on a survey of Red River at Gar
land City, Ark. This investigation was 
made in response to an item in section 203 
of Public Law 86-645, approved July 14, 
1960, which calls for an immediate study to 
be made of emergency bank protection along 
Red River in the vicinity of Garland City 
(H. Doc. No. 167); to the Committee on Pub
lic Works and ordered to be printed with 
three illustrations. 

943. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting amend
ments to the budget for the fiscal year 1962 
involving increases in limitations on admin
istrative expenses in the amount of $245,-
000 for the Federal Home Loan Bank Board 
(H. Doc. 168); to the Committee on Ap
propriations and· ordered to be printed. 

944. A letter from the Secretary of Agri
culture, transmitting a draft of a proposed 
bill entitled "A bill to amend the Com
modity Exchange Act, as amended"; to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

945. A letter from the executive secretary, 
Public Utilities Commission of the District 
of Columbia, transmitting the 47th Annual 
Report of the Public Utilities Commission 
of the District of Columbia, pursuant to 
-law approved March 4, 1913; to the Com
mittee on the District of Columbia. 

946. A letter from the Deputy Secretary 
of Defense, transmitting a combined state
ment of income and expenditures of the 
American National Red Cross for the fiscal 
year ended June 30, 1960, pursuant to 33 
Stat. 599, as amended by 67 Stat. 173; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

947. A letter from the Secretary of Com
merce, transmitting the quarterly report of 
the Maritime Administration ·of the De
partment on the activities and transactions 
of the Administration for the period Janu
ary 1 through March 31, 1961, pursuant to 
the Merchant Ship Sales Act of 1946; to 
the Committee on Mercha.nt Marine and 
Fisheries. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports 
of committees were delivered to the 
Clerk for printing and reference to the 
proper calendar, as follows: 

Mr. HALEY: Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. H.R. 4109. A bill to ter
minate the existence of the Indian Claims 
Commission, and for other purposes; with 
amendment (Rept. No. 424). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public 

bills and resolutions were introduced 
and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. DEROUNIAN: 
H.R. 7249. A blll to terminate the retail

ers excise tax on cosmetics and other toilet 
preparations; to the Committee on Ways and 
:Means. 

By Mr. FINDLEY: 
H.R. 7250. A bill to amend section 4358 of 

title 39, United States Code, so as to provide 
rates of 1 ~ cents a pound for publications 
mailed !or delivery within the county of 
publication, ami , for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. FOGARTY: 
H.R. 7251. A bill granting the consent of 

Congress to interstate compacts for the de
velopment or operation of library facilities 
and services; to the Committee on the Ju
diciary. 

By Mr. GOODELL: . 
H.R. 7252. A bill to prohibit discrimina

tion in employment because of race, color, 
religion, or national origin; to the Commit
tee on Education and Labor. 

H.R. 7253. A bill to provide for the deseg
regation of public schools, with all delib
erate speed, including nationwide first-step 
compliance by 1963, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Education and Labor. 

H.R. 7254. A bill to amend part m of the 
Civil Rights Act of 1957; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

H.R. 7255. A bill to make the Commission 
on Civil Rights a permanent agency in the 
executive branch of the Government, to 
broaden the scope of the duties of the 
Commission, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MULTER: 
H.R. 7256. A bill to amend section 17 of 

the Federal Home Loan Bank Act and to 
amend section 5 of the Home Owners Act 
of 1933 to establish an International Home 
Loan Bank; to the Committee on Banking 
and Currency. 

By Mr. PETERSON: 
H.R. 7257. A bill to provide for the issu

ance of a special postage stamp in commem
oration of 300 years of operation of hotels 
in America, and the 50th annual conven
tion of the American Hotel Association; to 
the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service. 

By Mr. UDALL: 
H.R. 7258. A bill to authorize the estab

lishment of the Fort Bowie National His
toric Site in the State of Arizona, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on In
terior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. WILLIS: 
H.R. 7259. A bill to waive section 142 of 

title 28, United States Code, with respect to 
the U.S. District Court for the Western Dis
trict of Louisiana, Lafayette Division, hold
ing court at Lafayette, La.; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By MI:. CANNON: 
H.J. Res. 432. Joint resolution designating 

the first day of July in each year as Tom 
Sawyer Day, U.S.A.; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. MILLIKEN: 
H. Con. Res. 315. Concurrent resolution ex

pressing the sense of Congress on repre
sentation of China in the United Nations; 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. BOW: 
H. Res. 308. Resolution to estwblish a 

House Committee on the Captive Nations; 
to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. MILLER of New York: 
H. Res. 309. Resolution · to establish a 

House Committee on the Captive Nations; 
to the Committee on Rules. 

MEMORIALS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, 
The SPEAKER presented a memorial of 

the Legislature of the State of Oregon, me
morializing the President and the Congress 
of the United States relative to House Joint 
Memorial No. 11 of the Legislative Assembly 
of Oregon, relating to the development of 
the domestic mining and minerals industry, 
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which was referred to the Committee on 
Interior and Insular A1fairs. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 

bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. AUCHINCLOSS: 
H.R. 7260. A bill for the relief of Kazimierz 

Sadkowskl Kwast; to 1;he Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. CRAMER: 
H.R. 7261. A bill for the relief of Dr. and 

Mrs. Demetrios Flessas and two children; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mrs. DWYER: 
H.R. 7262. A bill for the relief of Mr. Fer

nando Pereira Fernandes; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mrs. PFOST: 
H.R. 7263. A bill for the relief of Orsolina 

Cianfione Iallonardo; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. ROGERS of Florida: 
H.R . . 7264. A bill for the relief of M. C. 

Pitts; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions 

and papers were laid on the Clerk's desk 
and referred as follows: 

157. By Mr. CASEY: Petition of 100 citi
zens of Houston, Tex., for the impeachment 
of Chief Justice Earl Warren; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

158. By Mr. STRATTON: Resolution of the 
common council of the city of Oneonta, 
N.Y., opposing S. 1197, S. 1089 and H.R. 5937, 
legislation setting forth amended criteria to 
be used with respect to the rates where com
petition between carriers of different modes 
of transportation is involved; to the Com
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

I I ..... •• 
SENATE 

TUESDAY, MAY 23, 1961 

The Senate met at 10 o'clock a.m., 
and was called to order by the President 
pro tempore. 

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown 
Harris, D.D., offered the following 
prayer: 

Eternal God, whose mercy and pa
tience, like the wideness of the sea, are 
never exhausted by Thy erring children. 

In the midst of toiling days, as the 
fever and fret of these clamorous times 
take their toll of our spirits, we are 
grateful for qulet arbors where we can 
look out and up to the hills of our help 
and where sighs and sobs tum to songs 
of deliverance from panic and defeat. 

In Thy light may we bring to the bar 
of judgment the motives which have 
betrayed our highest quests, the methods 
which have failed us and the values 
which have cheated us. Earthen vessels 
though we are, give us a part in making 
the crooked things straight and earth's 
deserts blossom as the rose. 

We ask it .in the name of the Master 
who makes all things new. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
On request of Mr. THURMOND, and by 

unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of Monday, 
May 22, 1961, was dispensed with. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 
Messages in w·rith:ig from the President 

q!' the United States submitting nomina
tions were communicated to the Senate 
by Mr. Miller, one of his secretaries. . 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 
As in executive session, 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be

fore the Senate messages from the Presi
dent of the United States submitting 
sundry nominations, which were referred 
to the appropriate committees. 

<For nominations this day received, see 
the end of Senate proceedings.) 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A message from the House of Repre

sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
House had passed a bill <H.R. 7208) mak
ing appropriations for the legislative 
branch for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1962, and for other purpos~s. in which it 
requested the concurrence of the Senate. 

HOUSE BILL REFERRED 
The bill <H.R. 7208) making appro

priations for the legislative branch for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1962, and 
for other purposes, was read twice by 
its title and referred to the Committee 
on Appropriations. 

LIMITATION OF DEBATE DURING 
MORNING HOUR 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, un
der the rule, there will be the usual morn
ing hour for the transaction of routine 
business. I ask unanimous consent that 
statements in connection therewith be 
limited to 3 minutes. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. THURMOND. · Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be

fore the Senate the following letters, 
which -were referred as indicated: 

AMENDMENT OF CoMMODrrY EXCHANGE ACT 
A letter from the Secretary of Agricul

ture, transmitting a draft of proposed leg
islation to amend the Commodity Exchange 
Act, as amended (with accompanying pa
pers) ; to the Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry. 
REPORT ON PROPERTY ACQUISITIONS BY OFFICE 

OF CYVIL AND DEFENSE MOBILIZATION 
A letter from the Director, Ofllce of Civil 

and Defense Mobilization, Executive Oftlce 
of the President, reporting, pursuant to law, 
on property acquisitions by that omce, for 
the quarter ended March 31, 1961; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

REPORT OF PuBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF 
DISTRICT. OF COLUMBIA 

A letter from ·the Executive Secretary, 
Public Util1ties Commission of the District 
of Columbia, Washington, D.C., transmitting, 
pursuant to law, a report of that Commis
sion, for the calendar year 1959 (with an 
accompanying report) ; to the Committee on 
the District of Columbia. 
REPORT ON TORT CLAIMS PAID BY DEPARTMENT 

OF STATE 
A letter from the Acting Secretary, De

partment of State, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, a report on tort claims paid by that 
Department, during the calendar year 1960 
(with an accompanying report); to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

FETITION 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore la:id be

fore the Senate a joint resolution of the 
Legislature of the State of Oregon, 
which was referred to the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs, as follows: 

HOUSE JOINT MEMORIAL 11 
To the Honorable Senate and. House of Rep

resentatives of the United. States of 
America in Congress Assembled.: 

We, your memorialists, the 51st Legisla
tive Assembly of the State of Oregon, in 
legislative session assembled, most respect
fully represent that: 

Whereas the development and utilization 
of Oregon's abundant mineral resources 
have always been and must continue to be 
bulwarks of this State's economy, px:ovidlng 
not only a source of employment and income 
but also a sound base for revenue and a 
substantial market outlet for agricultural 
and manufactured products in mining 
areas; and 

Whereas this basic and essential mining 
industry has for s~veral years been con
fronted with adverse economic conditions so 
severe that many major mining enterprises 
in this State have been forced out· of busi
ness and many others are being reduced to 
the status of marginal operations; and 

Whereas the cause of this serious predica
ment of our mining industry can be traced 
to governmental policy that stimulates the 
development and exploitation of foreign 
mineral resources and permits relatively free 
access to this low-cost foreign production by 
U.S. markets; and 

Whereas this policy, if continued, Will not 
only threaten the economic survival of Ore
gon's mineral industries but will also im
pose a serious handicap on our Nation's 
capacity for providing from domestic 
sources the basic requirements for national 
defense; and 

Whereas the executive department of the 
Federal Government and both major politi
cal parties, as well as the Conference of 
Western Governors, have officially recognized 
the necessity for maintaining a domestic 
mining industry that is sufficiently progres
s! ve and vigorous to assure a minerals 
mobilization base adequate for national 
preparedness and security; and 

Whereas past efforts by the Federal Gov
ernment to alleviate the depressed condi
tions that prevail in various segments of the 
domestic mining industry by means of 
short-range programs and temporary ex
pedients, such as stockpiling and quota 
limitations, hav.e proved ineffective and in
adequate: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved. by the House of Representatives 
of the State of Oregon, the Senate jointly 
concurring: 

1. The 51st Legislative Assembly of the 
State of Oregon respectfully urges that the 
Federal Government in the national interest 
foster and encourage: 

(a) The development of an economically 
· sound and stable domes.tic mining and min

erals industry. 
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(b) The orderly development of domestic 

mineral resources and reserves necessary to 
assure satisfaction of industrial and security 
needs. 

(c) Mining, mineral and metallurgical 
research to promote the wise and efficient 
use of our mineral resources. 

2. The 51st Legislative Assembly of the 
State of Oregon recommends that this policy 
be implemented by: 

(a) More effective enforcement of the 
antidumping laws. 

(b) The imposition of adequate duties on 
metal and mineral imports, to be applied 
only if the price of such metals and minerals 
falls below the level that is required to 
maintain a sound and healthy domestic 
mining industry. 

3. The secretary of state shall send copies 
of this memorial to the President of the. 
United States, the Presiding Officer of the 
U.S. Senate, the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives of the United States, and to 
each member of the Oregon congressional 
delegation. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
The following reports of committees 

were submitted: 
By Mr. ROBERTSON, from the Committee 

on Banking and Currency, with an amend
ment: 

S.J. Res. 88. Joint resolution authorizing 
the issuance of a gold medal to Bob Hope 
(Rept~ No. 285) . 

By Mr. ENGLE, from the Committee on 
Commerce, without amendment: 

S. 1462. A blll to amend the act of Sep
tember 2, 1960 (74 Stat. 734), in order to au
thorize the Sec_retary of Agriculture to es
tabl1sh minimum standards of quality for any 
variety of grapes and plums covered by such 
act, and for other purposes (Rept. No. 286). 

COMMISSION ON NOXIOUS AND OB- . 
SCENE MATTERS AND MATER!- . 
ALS--REPORT OF A COMMITrEE · 
Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, by direc-

tion of the Committee on Government 
Operations, I report favorably, without 
amendment, the bill <S. 162) providing 
for a Commission to be known as the 
Commission on Noxious and Obscene 
Matters and Materials, and I submit a 
report <No. 284) thereon. 

Mr. President, this bill is cosponsored 
by my able colleagues, Senators ScoTT, 
PROUTY, KEFAUVER, BIBLE, KUCHEL, BUSH, 
KEATING, SCHOEPPEL, FONG, BRIDGES, 
YOUNG Of North Dakota, BENNETT, 
COOPER, CASE Of New Jersey, HOLLAND, 
HUMPHREY, THURMOND, RANDOLPH, 
SMATHERS, . CARROLL, DWORSHAK, ALLOTT, 
and SPARKMAN. 

Mr. President, I do not believe there is 
an informed citizen in-this country today 
who does not recognize the problem 
which confronts us in the form of this 
traffic in obscenity. 

I doubt whether a single Member of 
the Congress is unaware of this blight 
upon our moral structure, because many 
Americans are aroused and are demand
ing that action be taken to b1ing an end 
to these activities which are enriching 
these merchants of filth. 

Mr. P_resident, we have known for a 
considerable time that this is not a 
small change operation. Many months 
ago the former Postmaster General of 
the United States reported that the ped
dlers of pornographic and obscene liter-

ature were operating a racket which was 
bringing in half -a billion dollars yearly. 

And today we look at the report of our 
FBI Director, Mr. Hoover, telling us of 
the increased crime rate. We need not 
even look into the detailed reports to 
know this is true-we merely have to 
pick up any edition of a Washington 
newspaper detailing the acts of lawless
ness in our own Capital City. 

I recognize that a variety of causes can 
be given for the increases in crime. But 
I submit that we can readily find that one 
source of the troubles that have been un
leashed upon us can be traced back to 
the degenerating effect the pornographic, 
obscene, and salacious materials . being 
circulated thoughout this country have 
had on immature minds. 
, Mr. President, it is unfortunate that 
a U.S. Senator must take the floor and 
discuss these reprehensible, immoral ac
tivities by people who have no respect 
for decency. But it would be more un
fortunate to ignore this threat to the 
very moral fiber of ow· people. 

My colleagues who join with me in 
sponsorship of this bill do not pretend 
to be experts on how to solve this prob
lem. But we are all agreed that a start
ing point has to be made so that we can 
proceed promptly and in the right direc
tion toward ending these practices which 
constitute a danger to every American 
home and family. 

It is our belief that this measure does 
offer that starting point by presenting 
us with the opportunity to bring together 
dedicated citizens who can closely scru
tinize every possible step that can be 
taken consistent with our Constitution 
and to recommend a course of action 
that will firmly and fairly end this des
picable racket. 

Mr. President, I request that excerpts 
,from the report of the Committee on 
Oovernment Operations be made a part 
of the RECORD at this point. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
report will be received and the bill will 
be placed on the calendar; and, without 
objection, the excerpts from the report 
will be printed in the RECORD. 

The excerpts from the report are as 
follows: 

PURPOSE 

S. 162 provides that a commission will be 
established to explore methods of combating 
the traffic in obscene and noxious materials 
and to ( 1) seek means of improving coor
dination between various levels of Govern
ment to suppress such traffic; (2) endeavor, 
through the cooperation of various informa
tion and communica,tion media, to inform 
the public about the problem and to fur
ther the objectives of the Commission; and 
( S) report its findings and recommendations 
as to what legislative, administrative, or 
other forms of action needs to be taken to 
combat the traffic in obscene and noxious 
materials. 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

s. 162 is identical to S. 8736, a bill in
troduced in the 86th Congress which was 
favorably reported by the Government Op
erations .committee of the Senate (S.· Rept. 
1749) and passed by the Senate. 

This legislation has been introduced in 
· an effort to bring about a workaQle and ef· 
fective program to fight the traffic ln. obscene 
and noxious matters and materials. While 
considerable interest has been shown by 
Congress and by the general public in the 

serious problems involved in the distribution 
of. pornographic literature, no single effec
tive piece of legislation has been adopted 
which deals a crippling blow to this in
sidious industry. 

Many religious, patriotic and service or
ganizations and groups have been continu
ally urging Congress to take action on this 
serious and menacing problem. The Con
gress has taken note of the widespread harm 
done to youth and others through the dis
semination of lewd, obscene and noxious 
materials, and a number of bills have been 
introduced in Congress on the subject. 

Twenty-three additional Senators have 
joined in the sponsorship of this bill. It is 
the belief of the sponsors that the best 
approach to the problems resulting from the 
distribution of obscene materials would be 
through the establishment of a Commission 
which could thoroughly examine all the 
facets of the problems and could then recom
mend steps to be taken both by legislative 
bodies and by private groups and citizens to 
meet the threat posed by the dissemination 
of obscene matters. 

It is the belief of the sponsors that this 
small group of experts, drawn from a wide 
area of interests, could make recommenda
tions and initiate action more effectively. 

The Commission is to be made up of per
sons from , several walks of life who have 
knowledge of the seriousness of the prob
lem and the many legal problems connected 
with the suppression of the traffic in obscene 
materials. 

The Commission will study the need for 
any new Federal regulations for controlling 
such traffic, as well as the general need for 
State laws or local ordnances for this purpose. 

Efforts will be made by the Commission to 
alert the public, especially the parents and 
school-age · children, about the seriousness 
of this pernicious traffic and give guidance 
to the public in suppressing the distribution 
of such lewd and obscene matters, or in 
bringing the purveyors of filth into court. 

MEMBERSHIP OF THE COMMISSION 

The following Government agencies will 
have representatives on the Commission: The 
Post Office Department, the Department of 
Justice (including the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation), and the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare. There will 
also be one Member from the House of Rep
resentatives and one Member of the Senate 
on the Commission. 

Public members are selected from groups 
knowledgeable on this question both from a 
moral aspect and from a law enforcement 
aspect. These will include three clergymen, 
a secondary school official, a State attorney 
general, a county or city prosecutor, and a 
county or city law enforcement officer. 

Representatives from the information and 
communications media will sit on the Com
mission. One member will come from the 
moving picture industry, one from the radio
television industry, and one from the pub
lishing industry. · 

This group will represent all segments of 
the population concerned with the problems 
resulting from distribution of noxious and 
obscene matters and materials. 

BILLS INTRODUCED 
Bills were introduced, read the first 

time, and, by unanimous consent, the 
second time, and refen·ed as follows: 

By Mr. DODD (for himself and Mr. 
WILEY): 

8.1939. A bill to protect the public health 
by regulating the manufacture, compound
ing, processing, and distribution of habit
forming barbiturate and amphetamine 
drugs; to the Committee on Labor and 
Public Welfare. 

(See the remarks of Mr. DoDD when he 
Introduced the above b111, which appear 
under a separate heading.) 
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~y Mr. CANNON: 
S. 1940. A bill for the relief of Wing-Jing 

Wong; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. ANDERSON: 

S. 1941. A bill to authorize construction 
of community support facilities a t Los Ala
mos County, N.Mex.; to the Joint Commit
tee on Atomic Energy. 

By Mr. COTTON (for himself and Mr. 
BRIDGES): 

8.1942. A bill for the relief of the State 
of New Hampshire; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MAGNUSON: 
S. 1943. A bill for the relief of Hajime 

Sumitani; to the Committee on the Ju
diciary. 

By Mr. McNAMARA (for himself, Mr. 
DoUGLAS, Mr. MORSE, and Mr. RAN
DOLPH): 

S. 1944. A blll to amend the Welfare and 
Pension Plans Disclosure Act with re~;>pect to 
the method of enforcement and to provide 
certain additional .sanctions, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Labor and 
Public Welfare. . 

(See the remarks of Mr. McNAMARA when 
he introduced the above bill, which appear 
under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. McCARTHY (for himself, Mr. 
HUMPHREY, Mr. YOUNG of Ohio, and 
Mr. DOUGLAS) : 

S. 1945. A bill to amend title V of the 
Agricultural Act of 1949, as amended, to pro
vide, in connection with the employment of 
workers from Mexico, protection for the em
ployment opportunities of agricultural 
workers in the United States, and other 
purposes; to the Committee on Agriculture 
and Forestry. 

(See the remarks of Mr. M<:CARTHY when 
he introduced the above bill, which appear 
under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. CARROLL: 
S. 1946. A blll to amend section 4 (e) of 

the Natural Gas Act relative to hearings con
cerning the lawfulness of new rate sched
ules; to the Committee on Commerce. 

(See the remarks of Mr. CARROLL when he 
introduced the above bill, which appear un
der a separate heading.) 

By Mr. SCHOEPPEL: 
S. 1947. A bill for the relief of Annemarie 

Herrmann; to the Committee on the Judici .. 
ary. 

REGULATING THE MANUFACTURE 
AND DISTRIBUTION OF HABIT
FORMING · BARBITURATE AND 
AMPHETAMINE DRUGS 
Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I intro

duce, for appropriate reference, a bill to 
amend title 21, United States Code, to 
place under Federal regulation certain 
activities in connection with the manu
facture, compounding, processing, and 
distribution of habit-forming barbitu
rates and amphetamine drtigs. 

In the entire :field of juvenile crime, 
I do not think there is a more disturb
ing problem than the use of drugs by 
our young people. As chairman of the 
Subcommittee To Investigate Juvenile 
Delinquency, I have examined investi
gative reports that tell the frightening 
and revolting story of youths drawn to 
these drugs. The subcommittee's files 
reveal a record of robbery and violence, 
of sex crimes and complete abandon
ment of moral standards. 

Unfortunately, these are not isolated 
incidents. The misuse of amphetamine 
and barbiturate -drugs has grown to 
such an extent that it now must be con
sidered a national problem. 

Efforts by Federal authorities to curb 
the illicit drug trade present a study in 
frustration. It is obvious that the un
derworld has been -diverting supplies 
from legitimate channels -of distribu
tion. The drugs are then redistributed 
to local pushers for sale to anyone look
ing for a "kick." Although the method 
of operation is well known, attempts to 
crack down on this aspect of the drug 
traffic have met little success. 

T he failure to eliminate this activity 
is due primarily to inadequate laws. 
The purpose of this bill is to remedy the 
exist ing situation by providing authori
ties with three tools essential to effec
tive drug • control. First, the recording 
and listing provisions will enable au
thorities to locate and close the primary 
sources of illicit distribution; second, 
the extension of Federal control to all 
areas of unauthorized drug traffic will 
enable officials to clamp down on pre
viously immune activity; third, the in
creased penalties for sales to juveniles 
will emphasize the serious nature of the 
crime and make this trade less appeal
ing. 

The present difficulty arises because 
amphetamines and barbiturates are not 
classified as narcotics and therefore not 
subject to the stringent narcotic laws. 
The problem of regulation is made even 
more difficult by the lengths to which 
youths will go to obtain the drugs. 

A prime example of this is the case of 
amphetamine inhalators which, prior to 
1959, were available without prescrip
tion. The inhalator was designed to re
lieve nasal congestion and was com
monly sold in drugstores throughout the 
country. It was soon discovered that the 
amphetamine core of the inhalator 
could be used to produce a "hopped-up" 
sensation. This was accomplished sim
ply by removing the core, dissolving its 
active chemical ingredient in a water 
solution, and injecting it into a vein. 

The effects of uncontrolled distribution 
were amply demonstrated in KanSas 
City, Mo. There, sales of the inhalator, 
mostly to youths, were averaging 1,000 
a week above normal. The natural re
sult was a marked increase in juvenile 
crime and arrests. 

That the inhalator incident is simply 
one form of widespread drug misuse is 
readily supported by daily newspaper 
stories. Even more common are reports 
of crimes involving the misuse of benze
drine, dexedrine, and other so-called 
"pep pills," and various forms of barbi
turates referred to by illegitimate users 
as "goof balls." 

I should like to give just a sample from 
our :files for the month of April relative 
to this problem. 

A New York Post story of April 6, 1961, 
reported the uncovering of a youthful 
drug ring in New Jersey. The four 
youths said, and I quote from the 

-article-:-
In the last year they had consumed from 

2,000 to 3,000 pills and about 2 ,000 bottles of 
cough medicine • • •. One omcer said the 
combination of the pills and cough medicine 
was worse than marijuana. "On this stuff," 

· he said, "sometimes they don't remember for 
· 24 hours. They really go rammy." 

Latest reports on this case indicate 
there may be as many as 50 youths in-

volved with this one drug ring. In re
ferring to this investigation, the police 
said : · · -

These kids ·are mixing barbiturates wit h 
pep pills. They combine this with as many 
as 4 to 6 grains of codeine at a clip. I don't 
know how they keep from killing themselves. 
That's enough to stop their hearts. 

A New York Times article of April 7, 
1961, reports that--
. State and local police at Woodbridge, N.J., 

broke up~ crimin al operation that had been 
supplying thousands of teenagers with illicit 
drugs. 

State narcotic investigators estimated 
that about 10 pushers, mostly teenagers, 
had been peddling stimulants such as 
benzedrine at about $1 a tablet. These 
pushers reportedly worked establish
ments which catered to teenagers espe
cially dance halls where teenage dances 
were held. 

Mr. President, it is difficult to believe 
that a society so conscious of public 
health and morality would allow this 
situation to continue. The measure I 
now propose would close a major gap in 
our present law and would be a decisive 
step toward the elimination of this ugly 
business. 
· Under existing controls the Food and 
Drug Administration has been issuing 
orders banning the sale of specific drugs 
without prescription. Now most am
phetamine and barbiturate drugs are 
sold only by prescription. An order by 
the Food and Drug Administration~ how
ever, is basically a stopgap measure. It 
falls short of restrictive legislation in two 
areas: 

First, the order is aimed primarily at 
legitimate retail outlets and does not 
provide effective sanctions against boot
legging and underworld distribution. 

Second, in a criminal action the law 
enforcement officers are forced to pro
ceed under criminal provisions of the 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act and con
sequently face evidentiary problems 
which make conviction dimcult. 

These problems of proof occur because 
the crime, under existing law, is the 
unauthorized sale or distribution of 
drugs which have traveled in interstate 
commerce. But ·it is the unauthorized 
·sale or distribution itself, whether in
terstate or intrastate, that is wrong, and 
that does the damage. _ This is clearly 
pinpointed in the bill. 

From a realistic standpoint, it is this 
provision that puts teeth into the law. 
A violator caught in the act of an un
lawful sale could not escape conviction 
because of a legal loophole; that is, the 
unauthorized sale or distribution of 
these drugs now would be a Federal 
crime whe_ther or not the drug is proved 
to have traveled in channels of inter
state commerce. 

The bill contains two listing and re
cording provisions which would not be 
unduly burdensome and which would be 
of great assistance to authorities in 
tracing contraband drugs. 

The .first provision requires manufac
turers, compounders, and processors of 
the drugs to list their names and places 

. of business. with the Secretary of Health, 
Education, and Welfare. 
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The second provision requires every 

person, including manufacturers, whole
salers, and retailers who sell, deliver, or 
otherwise dispose of the drugs, to keep 
a record of the kind. and quantity in
volved including the name and address 
of the person to whom the drug is sold. 
An exception is made for duly licensed 
medical practitioners. 

I want to emphasize at this point that 
these are not licensing provisions that 
subject the manufacturers' and distrib
utors' right to engage in business to ar
bitrary Federal discretion. The sole pur
pose is to provide authorities with an 
effective means of locating and elimi
nating the primary sources of illicit dis
tribution. 

In addition, and of prime importance, 
is the provision that would amend the 
criminal sanctions by providing stiffer 
penalties for those offenders selling to 
minors. It increases the fine and im
prisonment from $1,000 and 1 year to 
$2,000 and 2 years with more severe 
penalties for second offenders. 

The provisions of this legislation will 
in no way hamper the legitimate, legal, 
medical use of_ these drugs, but its stiff 
penalties will discourage blackmarket
ing and under-the-counter sales. In
creased penalties for sales to juveniles 
will make trafficking in these drugs un
desirable as a sphere of activity for the 
underworld, thereby eliminating what is 
often the first step in the long downhill 
journey into drug addiction. For thou
sands of young people this could easily 
be the first ounce of prevention. 

If the amphetamine or barbiturate 
habit is not out-and-out drug addiction, 
it is the other end of the same stick. 
its prolonged use softens an already 
weak moral fiber and predisposes the 
young mind to seek out the more subtle 
"kicks" of the deadly "hard" narcotics. 
All too often this leads down the dead
end road to habituation. 

It is the high cost of the drug habit
often approaching $100 a day-that gen
erates crime waves. There are no rules 
or laws to the down-and-out addict try
ing to feed his habit. He has no re
straint. He will rob and steal, often 
murder accidentally, in his frenzied at
tempts to obtain drugs. I say accident
ally because the one thing the addict is 
afraid of most is the commission of a 
serious crime and the possibility of long
term incarceration. This means pro
longed separation from the one thing he 
wants most-narcotics. 

Passage of this legislation would be 
an effective way to remove from the easy 
access of juveniles drugs which, when 
abused, .frequently entice them into the 
disasters of criminal drug addiction, a 
major part of our youth crime problem. 

Let the introduction of this bill serve 
as notice to those distorted and degen
erate characters who trade in human 
misery that the Federal Government is 
strengthening its efforts to clean up this 
whole rotten business. 

It is with these very strong feelings
which I am certain are shared by many 
of my colleagues-that I commend this 
bill to the attention of the Senate. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
bill will be received and appropriately 
referred. 

The bill <S. 1939) to protect the public 
health by regulating the manufacture, 
compounding, processing, and di~tribu
tion of habit-forming barbiturate and 
amphetamine drugs, introduced by Mr. 
DODD (for himself and Mr. WILEY), was 
received, read twice by its title, and re
ferred to the Committee on Labor and 
Public Welfare. 

AMENDMENT OF WELFARE AND 
PENSION PLANS DISCLOSURE ACT 
OF 1958 
Mr. McNAMARA. Mr. President. on 

behalf of myself, and Senators DouGLAS, 
MORSE, and RANDOLPH, I introduce, for 
appropriate reference, a bill to amend 
the Welfare and Pension Plans Disclos
ure Act of 1958. 

The bill is designed to provide the 
Secretary of Labor with the investigat
ing and enforcement powers needed to 
accomplish the purposes for which Con
gress passed the original act in 1958. 
- The amendments proposed here are 
substantially the same provisions as 
were passed by the Senate in 1958. 

The attached letter from the President 
to the Vice President, the letter from 
Secretary Goldberg to the President, and 
the explanatory statement from the De
partment of Labor present the purposes 
of the bill in detail. 

I ask unanimous consent that the let
ters and statement be printed in the 
RECORD, together with the bill. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
bill will be received and appropriately 
referred; and, without objection, the bill, 
letters, and statement will · be printed in 
the RECORD. 

The bill (S. 1944) to amend the Wel
fare and Pension Plans Disclosure Act of 
1958, introduced by Mr. McNAMARA <for 
himself and other Senators) , was re
ceived, read twice by its title, and re
ferred to the Committee on Labor and 
Public Welfare, and ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House 
of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this 
Act may be cited as the "Welfare and Pen
sion Plans Disclosure Act Amendments of 
1961." 

SEC. 2. The first line of section 3 of the 
Welfare and Pension Plans Disclosure Act is 
amended by striking out "(a)". 

SEc. 3. Paragraph (1) of section 3 of such 
Act is amended by striking out the word 
"to" after the word "communicated". 

SEc. 4. Paragraph {9) of section 3 of such 
Act is amended to read as follows: 

"(9) The term 'State' includes any State 
of the United States, the District of Colum
bia, Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, Ameri
can Samoa, Guam, Wake Island, the Canal 
Zone, and Outer Continental Shelf lands de
fined in the Outer Continental Shelf Lands 
Act (43 U.S.C. 1331-1343) ." 

SEc. 5. Section 3 of such Act is further 
amended by striking out paragraph ( 11) 
and adding the following new paragraphs 11, 
12, and 13: 

"(11) The term 'industry or activity af
·fecting commerce• means any activity, busi
ness or industry in commerce or in which 
a labor dispute would hinder or obstruct 
.commerce or the free flow of commerce and 
includes any activity or industry 'affecting 
commerce' within the meaning of the Labor 
Management Relations Act, 1947, as amend
ed, or the Railway Labor Act, as amended. 

" ( 12) The term 'SeC?retary' means the Sec-
retary of Labor. , 

"(13) The term 'party in interest' means 
any administrator, officer, trustee, custodian, 
counsel, or employee of any employee welfare 
benefit plan or employee pension benefit 
plan, or a person providing benefit plan serv
ices to any such plan, or an employer any of 
whose employees are covered by such a plan 
or officer or employee or agent of such em
ployer, or an officer or agent or employee of 
an employee organization having members 
covered by such plan." _ 

SEc. 6. Subsection (a) of section 4 of such 
Act is amended by striking out everything 
after the word "if", by inserting a"-" after 
the word "if", and adding the following new 
paragraphs: 

" ( 1) such plan is established or main
tained by any employer or employers engaged 
in commerce or in an industry or activity 
affecting commerce or by any· employee or
ganization or organizations representing 
employees engaged in commerce or in any 
industry or activity affecting commerce or by 
both; or 

"(2) the income of such plan is claimed 
to be exempt from taxation under the pro
visions of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 
by reason of its nature or activities, or the 
costs of or contributions to such plan are 
claimed as allowable deductions in comput
ing taxable income under such provisions." 

SEC. 7. Paragraphs (3) and (4) of subsec
tion (b) of section 4 of such Act are amended 
to read as follows: 

"(3) such plan is administered by an or
ganization which is exempt from taxation 
under the provisions of section 501(a) of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1954 and is ad
ministered as a corollary to membership in 
a fraternal benefit society described in sec
tion 501(c) (8) of such Code or by organiza
tions described in sections 501 (c) (3) and 
501{c) (4) of such Code; or 

" ( 4) such plan covers not more than 
twenty-five participants." 

SEc. 8. Subsection (a) of section 5 of such 
Act is amended by striking out the last 
sentence thereof and inserting in lieu of 
the following: "Such description and such 
report shall contain the information re
quired by section 6 and 7 of this Act in 
such form and detail as the Secretary shall 
by regulations prescribe and copies thereof 
shall be executed, published, and filed in 
accordance with the provisions of this Act 
and the Secretary's regulations thereunder. 
No regulation shall be issued under the 
preceding sentence which relieves any ad
ministrator of the obligation to include in 
such description or report any information 
relative to his plan which is required by 
sections 6 or 7. Notwithstanding the fore
going, if the Secretary finds, on the record 
after giving interested persons an oppor
tunity to be heard, that specific informa
tion on plans of certain kinds or on any 
class or classes of benefits described in sec
tion 3(a) (1) and (2) which are provided 
by such plans cannot, in the normal method 
of operation of such plans, be practicably 
ascertained or made available for publica
tion in the manner or for the period pre
scribed in any provision of this Act, or that 
the information if published in such man
ner or for such period would be duplicative 
or uninformative, the Secretary may by 
regulations prescribe such other manner or 
such other period for the publication of 
such information as he may determine to 
be necessary and appropriate to carry out 
the purpose of this Act." 

SEc. 9. Subsection (b) of section 6 of such 
Act is amended by adding at the end thereof 
the following new sentence: "Any change 
in the information required by this subsec
tion shall be reported to the Secretary at the 
time the plan files with the Secretary the 
annual report required by section 7." 

SEc. 10. Subsection (b) of section 7 of such 
Act is amended by striking out the word 
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"summary" immediately preceding the word 
"statement". 

SEc. 11. Subparagraph (B) of paragraph 
{1) of subsection (f) of section 7 of such Act 
is amended by striking out the word "sum
mary" immediately preceding the word 
"statement". 

SEc. 12. Subparagraph (C) of paragraph 
(1) of subsection (f) of section 7 of such Act 
is amended by striking out "total fund" and 
inserting "total funds," by striking out "by 
reason of being an officer, trustee, or em
ployee of such fund", and by striking out 
"listed at their aggregate cost or present 
value, whichever is lower" and inserting in 
lieu thereof "valued as provided in subpara
graph (B)." 

SEc. 13. Subparagraph (D) of paragraph 
( 1) of subsection (f) of section 7 of such Act 
is amended by striking out the words "by 
reason of being an officer, trustee, or em
ployee of such fund". 

SEc. 14. Section 7 of such Act is amended 
by adding thereto the following new subsec
tion (g): 

" (g) If some or all of the benefits under 
the plan are provided by an insurance carrier 
or service or other organization, such carrier 
or organization shall certify to the adminis
trator of such plan, within ninety days after 
the end of each policy year, the information 
necessary to enable such administrator to 
comply with the requirements of this Act." 

SEc. 15. Section 9 of such Act is amended 
by striking out subsections {d) and (e) and 
inserting in lieu thereof the following new 
subsections: 

"(d) The Secretary or his designated rep
resentative may investigate and gather data 
respecting matters subject to this Act, and 
may enter and inspect such places and such 
records (and make such transcriptions 
thereof). question such persons, and in
vestigate such facts , conditions, practices, 
or matters as he may deem necessary or 
appropriate to determine whether any per
son has violated any provision of this Act, or 
which may aid in the enforcement of this 
Act. The Secretary may report to interested 
persons or officials concerning the facts re
quired to be shown in any description or 
report required by this Act and concerning 
the reasons for failure or refusal to file such 
a description or report or any other matters 
which he deems to be appropriate as a result 
of such an investigation. 

" (e) For the purposes of any investiga
tion provided for in this Act, the provisions 
of section 307 (relating to the attendance 
of witnesses and the production of books, 
records, and documents) of the Federal 
Power Act of June 10, 1920, as amended (16 
U.S.C. 825f), are hereby made applicable to 
the jurisdiction, powers, and duties of the 
Secretary or any officers designated by him. 

"{f) Whenever it shall appear to the Sec
retary that any person is engaged in any 
violation of the provisions of this Act, he 
may in his discretion bring an action in the 
proper district court of the United States 
or United States court of any place subject 
to t~e jurisdiction of the United States, to 
enj01n such acts or practices, and upon a 
proper showing a permanent or temporary 
injunction or restraining order shall be 
granted. 

"(g) The United States District Courts 
and the United States courts of any place 
subject to the jurisdiction of the United 
States shall have jurisdiction, for cause 
shown, to restrain violations of this Act." 

SEc. 16. (a) Such Act is further amended 
by renumbering sections 10, 11, and 12 as 
sections 13, 14, and 15, respectively, and by 
adding the following new sections to the 
Act: 

"REPORTS MADE PUBLIC INFORMATION 

"SEc. 10. The contents of the descriptions 
and reports filed with the Secretary pursu
ant to this Act shall be public information, 

and the Secretary may publish any infor
mation and data which he obtains pursuant 
to the provisions of this Act. The Secre
tary may use the information and data for 
statistical and research purposes, and com
pile and publish such studies, analyses, re
ports, and surveys based thereon as he may 
deem appropriate. 

"RETENTION OF RECORDS 

"SEc. 11. Every person required to file any 
description or report under this Act shall 
maintain records on the matters required to 
be reported which will provide in sufficient 
detail the necessary basic information and 
data from which the documents may be 
verified, explained or clarified, and checked 
for accuracy and completeness, and shall in
clude vouchers, worksheets, receipts, and ap
plicable resolutions, and shall keep such 
records available for examination for a pe
riod of not less than five years after the 
filing of the documents based on the infor
mation which they contain. 
"RELIANCE ON ADMINISTRATIVE iNTERPRETA

TIONS AN D FORMS 

"SEC. 12. In any action or proceeding 
based on any act or omission in alleged viola
tion of this Act , no person shall be subject 
to any liability or punishment for or on 
account of the failure of such person to (1) 
comply with any provision of this Act if he 
pleads and proves that the act or omission 
complained of was in good faith, in con
formity with, and in reliance on any written. 
interpretation or opinion of the Secretary, 
or (2) publish and file any information re
quired by any provision of this Act if he 
pleads and proves that he published and 
filed such information in good faith, on the 
description and annual report forms pre
pared by the Secretary and in conformity 
with the instructions of the Secretary issued 
under this Act regarding the filing of such 
forms . Such a defense, if established, shall 
be a bar to the action or proceeding, not
wit hstanding that (A) after such act or 
omission , such interpretation or opinion is 
modified or rescinded or is determined by 
judicial authority to be invalid or of no legal 
effect, or (B) after publishing or filing the 
description and annual reports, such publi
cation or filing is determined by judicial 
authority not to be in conformity with the 
requirements of this Act." 

(b) The table of contents of the first sec
tion of such Act is amended by striking out 
the last three lines and inserting in lieu 
thereof the following: 
"SEc. 10. Reports made public information. 
"SEc. 11. Retention of records. 
"SEc. 12. Reliance on administrative inter-

pretations and forms. 
"SEc. 13. Effect of other laws. 
"SEc. 14. Separability of provisions. 
"SEc. 15. Effective date." 

CRIMES 

SEc. 17. (a) Chapter 11 of title 18, United 
States Code, as amended, is amended by add
ing a new section captioned and reading as 
follows: 

" § 224. Offer, acceptance, or solicitation to 
influence operations of employee benefit plan. 
. "Whoever, being an administrator, officer, 
trustee, custodian, counsel, or employee of 
any employee welfare benefit plan or em
ployee pension benefit plan, or a person pro
viding benefit plan services to any such plan, 
or an employer any of whose employees are 
covered by such a plan or officer or employee 
or agent of such employer, or an officer or 
~gent or employee of an employee organiza
tion having members covered by such a plan, 
receives or agrees to receive any money or 
thing of value because of, or with intent to 
be infiuenced with respect to, any of his ac·
tions. decisions, or other duties relating to ·. 
any question or matter conc~rning such plan, 
or any person who directly or indirectly gives 
or offers, or promises to give or offer, any 

payment or delivery of money or other thing 
of value prohibited by this section, shall be 
fined not more than $10,000 or imprisoned 
not more than three years, or both: Pro
vided, That this section shall not prohibit 
the payment to or acceptance by any per
son of usual salary or compensation for 
necessary services performed in the regular 
course of his duties as such administrator, 
officer, trustee, custodian, counsel, agent, or 
employee of such plan, employer, or employee 
organization, or person providing benefit 
plan services to such plan. 

"As used in this section, the term 'any 
employee welfare benefit plan or employee 
pension benefit plan' means any such plan 
subject to the provisions of the Welfare and 
Pension Plans Disclosure Act." 

(b) The analysis of chapter 11, title 18, 
United States Coqe, immediately preceding 
section 201 thereof, is amended by adding at 
the end thereof the following new item: 

"224. Offer, acceptance, or solicitation to 
infiuence operations of employee benefit 
plan." 

(c) Chapter 31 of title 18, United States 
Code, as amended, is amended by adding 
a new section captioned and reading as fol
lows: 

"§ 664. Theft or embezzlement from em
ployee benefit plan. 

"Any person who embezzles, steals, or 
unlawfully and willfully abstracts or con
verts to his own use or to the use of another. 
any of the moneys, funds, securities, pre
miums, credits, property, or other assets of 
any employee welfare benefit plan or em
ployee pension benefit plan, or of any fund 
connected therewith, shall be fined not more 
than $10,000, or imprisoned not more than 
five years, or both. 

"As used in this section, the term 'any 
employee welfare benefit plan or employee 
pension benefit plan' means any such plan 
subject to the provisions of the Welfare and 
Pension Plans Disclosure Act." 

(d) The analysis of chapter 31, title 18, 
United States Code, immediately preceding 
section 641 thereof, is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following new item: 

"664. Theft or embezzlement from em
ployee benefit plan." 

(e) Chapter 47 of title 18, United States 
Code, as amended, is amended by adding 
a new section captioned and reading as fol
lows: 

•"§ 1027. False statements and concealment 
of facts in relation to documents required by 
the Welfare and Pension Plans Disclosure 
Act. 

"Whoever, in any document required by 
the Welfare and Pension Plans Disclosure 
Act (as amended from time to time) to be 
published, or kept as part of the records of 
any employee welfare benefit plan or em
ployee pension benefit plan, makes any false 
statement or representation of fact, know
ing it to be false, or knowingly conceals, 
covers up, or fails to disclose any fact the 
disclosure of which is required by such Act 
or is necessary to verify, explain, clarify, or 
check for accuracy and completeness any 
report required by such Act to be published, 
shall be fined not more than $10,000, or 
imprisoned not more than five years, or 
both." 

(f) The analysis of chapter 47, title 18, 
United States Code, immediately preceding 
section 1001, is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new item: 

"§ 1027. False statements and concealment 
of facts in relation to documents required by 
the Welfare and Pension Plans Disclosure 
Act." 

SEc. 18. The Welfare and Pension Plans 
Disclosure Act is further amended by sub
stituting the term "Secretary" for the term 
"Secretary of Labor" wherever the latter term 
appears in such Act. 

SEc. 19. The amendments made by this Act 
shall take effect January 1, 1962. 
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The letters and 'statement presented 

by Mr. McNAMA.RA are as follows: 
THE WHITE HOUSE, 

Washington, D.C., May 19, 1961. 
Hon. LYNDON B. JoHNSON, 
President of the U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: Since the enactment 
of the Welfare and Pension Plans Disclosure 
Act of 1958 we have had an opportunity to 
study its operation and effect. This has 
disclosed several serious deficiencies. I am 
transmitting herewith for appropriate con
sideration by the Congress a draft bill de
signed to correct these deficiencies. 

The proposed legislation will give the Sec
retary of Labor the investigative and en
forcement authority which he needs to im
plement the legislation and make it effec
tive. In addition, it will authorize the Sec
retary of Labor to provide uniform interpre
t ations and clarify existing ambiguities. 

The Welfare and Pension Plans Disclosure 
Act is designed to prevent repetition of 
abuses and irregularities in the administra
tion of employee benefit plans. I believe 
these amendments are necessary to carry 
out that purpose. 

The enclosed letter from the Secretary 
of Labor and the explanatory statement at
t ached to the proposal describe the measure 
in detail. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN F. KENNEDY . 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D.C., May 15, 1961. 

THE PRESIDENT, 
The White House, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: Enclosed herewith is 
a draft of a bill to amend the Welfare and 
Pension Plans Disclosure Act of 1958 and 
a statement explaining its purpose and ef
fect. The need for enactment of this legis
lation at the earliest possible date is clear. 

You will recall that the Welfare and Pen
sion Plans Disclosure Act was enacted in 
1958 after investigations and hearings last
ing several years had shown that disclosure 
legislation would be most desirable both as 
a remedy in cases where abuses already exist 
in particular employee benefit plans and as 
a preventative against possible future irreg
ularities. The Senate in April 1958 adopted 
a broad welfare and pension plan reporting 
bill, S. 2888, 85th Congress, of which you 
were one of the sponsors. This measure 
would have authorized the Secretary of La
bor to issue regulations, to make investiga
tions, and to bring injunctions to enforce 
the bill's provisions. Willful violations car
ried a ~eavy penalty and embezzlement, 
kickbacks, and false entries in and destruc
tion of books and records, would have been 
made felonies. 

However, the House committee passed a 
much milder bill which was essentially 
agreed to by the conference committee. It 
was evident at the time to supporters of 
disclosure legislation, such as the propo
nents of S. 2888, that the measure was weak 
and unsatisfactory and would have to be 
reappraised in the future. Nearly 2¥2 years 
experience under the act have now amply 
demonstrated that it is not achieving either 
its disclosure or its reporting objectives in 
a satisfactory manner. 

The draft bill is designed to remedy the 
act's deficiencies and to make certain nec
essary clarifications in its language. Its 
principal substantive provisions are as fol
lows: 

1. The bill would empower the Secretary 
of Labor to make authoritative interpreta
t ions, and good faith compliance therewith 
and protect administrators. Great confu
sion has resulted from the act's :tailure to 
authorize any Government agency to provide 
uniform interpretations. 

2. The bill would give appropriate investi
gative and enforcement power to the Secre
tary of Labor, including the power to bring 
enforcement litigation. The failure of the 
act to furnish him with any such authority 
has left the Department of Labor virtually 
powerless to uncover abuses respecting re
ports called for by the statute. The act's 
reliance on the concept of self-policing, with 
individual employees or participants ex
pected to achieve compliance through pri
vate litigation or by other means, has proved 
wholly unsuccessful and inadequate. 

3. The bill would make embezzlement 
from the funds of a plan a felony. The 
same would be true with respect to kick
backs and payments to influence certain 
actions in connection with plan operations . 
This would remedy the act's failure to deal 
with these flagrant abuses. 

4. The bill would also require supporting 
records to be kept and retained for 5 years. 

5. By deleting the word "summary" in 
certain places, the bill would remedy the 
act's shortcoming which requires only "sum
mary" statements of many important as
pects of the plans' financial operations. 
This invites concealment of many abuses by 
simply filing sketchy or incomplete reports. 

These and other changes, of a clarifying 
na~ure, are described in detail in the at
tached explanatory statement. 

A provision requiring the bonding of per
sons handling funds and assets of these 
plans is being prepared and will be for
warded to the appropriate committee in th.e 
near future. As you know, the Labor
Management Reporting and Disclosure Act 
contains a provision in this area. 

Yours sincerely, 
------

Secretary of Labor. 

STATEMENT IN ExPLANATION. OF A BILL To 
AMEND THE WELFARE AND PENSION PLANS 
DISCLOSURE ACT OF 1958 
This bill is designed to put teeth into the 

Welfare and Pension Plans Disclosure Act 
of 1958 so that its reporting and disclosure 
purpose can be effectively achieved. 

As enacted in 1958 this law fell far short 
of the measure developed by its original 
sponsors. 

A series of congressional and other in
vestigations in the 1950's had clearly shown 
that legislation at the Federal level was 
necessary to protect all those who have an 
interest in the honest management of the 
billions of dollars invested in private em
ployee welfare and pension benefit plans in 
this country. 

The original bill developed before enact
ment in 1958 called for broad and effective 
registration, reportir~g and disclosure of all 
types of such plans with adequate penalties 
and administrative and enforcement powers 
in the Secretary of Labor. 

As finally enacted, all effective penalties 
and administrative and enforcement powers 
had been deleted. 

Experience under the act since its enact
ment has amply proved that in its present 
form the law is a woefully inadequate in
strument for fulfilling its purpose. Neither 
its reporting or disclosure objectives are 
being achieved. 

For example, no agency of the Government 
has been authorized to provide uniform or 
authoritative interpretations of the act. 
Nor has any agency of the Govenment any 
investigative or enforcement authority, 
leaving the Government powerless for all 
practical purposes to uncover abuses or do 
anything about them. In this respect, the 
act's reliance upon suits by individual em
ployees is completely unrealistic. Experi
ence · and commonsense demonstrate that 
most employees do not have the financial 
resources or expertise to bring the necessary 
priv~t~ litigation to compel compliance with 
such a law. Furthermore, as employees, they 
are in a position to be intimidated and made 

subject to reprisal if they should venture to 
bring such a suit, thus effectively discourag
ing any such action. The failure of the act 
to provide any effective criminal penalties 
fo-r dealing with the most flagrant abuses, 
such as embezzlement and kickbacks, has 
also contributed to the present act's serious 
weakness. 

The present bill is thus designed to make 
the substantive changes which are essential 
if the law is to be at all effective, as well 
as to provide certain technical amendments 
which will be very helpful in establishing 
a workable disclosure system. 

The substantive changes which the bill 
would make are as follows: 

1. The word "summary" would be deleted 
from section 7 (b) of the act in order to 
insure that abuses cannot be concealed by 
the simple expedient of making the finan
cial report extremely sketchy or incomplete. 
A corresponding deletion would be made in 
section 7(f) (1) (B). The act presently pro
vides that the annual reports shall contain, 
among other things, a summary statement 
of the plan's assets, liabiUties, receipts, and 
disbursements. Such a ·provision makes it 
possible to conceal abuses with respect to 
a number of important aspects of the finan
cial operations of those plans. 

2. Protection would be extended to the 
beneficiaries of more plans by amending the 
coverage provisions of section 4 of the act 
to include all employee welfare and pension 
benefit plans claiming tax exemption in
stead of, as at present, only plans having 
an interstate character. 

3. Under a new section 12, plan adminis
trators and others affected by the act would 
be permitted to place full reliance upon the 
opinions and report forms of the administer
ing agency, thereby correcting another defect 
in the present provisions of the act. This 
provision of the bill, patterned on section 
10 of the Portal-to-Portal Act of 1947, would 
enable persons who have acted in good faith 
in compliance with and in reliance on in
terpretations of the Secretary of Labor, to 
plead such reliance as a defense when 
charged with violation of the act. 

Likewise, if they can show that they pub
lished and filed the. required description 
and annual reports on the forms prepared 
by the Secretary of Labor, in conformity 
with his instructions accompanying such 
forms, they have a defense if charged with 
failing to publish or file any information 
required by the act. The establishment of 
such a plea would protect the person from 
liability or punishment for the actions in 
question even though those actions were 
later determined not to have been in con
formity with the act. 

4. The enforcement deficiencies present in 
the act would be remedied by conferring 
appropriate investigatory power, including 
that of subpena, upon the Secretary of Labor. 
It would also authorize the Government to 
seek injunctions compelling compliance with 
and restraining violations of the act. Com
pliance presently rests solely on ,court pro
ceedings brought by individual employees. 
These provisions are essential for an ade
quate enforcement program. 

5. Further protection would be afforded 
by new criminal provisions to deal with the 
flagrant abuses of embezzlement and kick
backs. The embezzlement or unlawful con
version of money or any other assets of these 
plans would be made a Federal felony. 

In addition, plan beneficiaries would be 
further protected by making certain con
flicts of interest in connection with such 
plans a Federal crime. Under this provi
sion administrators, officers, and employees 
of plans, persons who service such plans, and 
officers and employees of employers and 
unions whose employees or members are 
covered by these plans, would be prohibited 
from receiving monetary or other induce
ments in the nature of bribes, to influence 
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their actions or decisions respecting impor 
tant operations of, the plan. The giving of 
any such inducement would likewise be pro
hibited. 

6. Along the lines of the Labor-Manage
ment Reporting and Disclosure Act ,of 1959, 
the bill would require plans to make and 
retain supporting books and records. 

7. The Secretary of Labor would be given 
appropriate authority to make rules and 
regulations. 

8. Benefits under many plans are provided 
by insurance companies or service or other 
organizations. Much of the information re
quired by the plan administrator is there
fore in the possession of a carrier or other 
organization and must be obtained from it 
by the administrator. The bill would re
quire any such organization to certify the 
necessary information to the plan admin
istrator within 90 days after the end of the 
policy year, so that the administrator may 
meet the act's reporting requirements. 

9. Experience gained since the enactment 
of the statute has shown that certain tech
nical amendments are also necessary, as 
follows: . . 

(a) A provision is added to section 5 (a) to 
relieve administrators of plans which utilize 
an insurance carrier or service organization 
to provide benefits, from certain reporting 
difliculties under the present act. For ex
ample, information relating to benefits pro
vided through insurance is generally avail
able on the basis of the contract year, but 
section 7(b) appears to require information 
respecting benefit payments to be furnished 
on the basis of the plan's reporting year. 
In many instances these 2 years are not co
incidental with the result that many insured 
plans, through no fault of their own, have 
diftlculty meeting the act's reporting require
ments. 

(b) Paragraph (2) of section 7(d) in its 
present form has also proved burdensome, 
particularly to the Government. This provi
sion requires every plan .which section 7(d) 
covers to attach to its annual report a copy 
of the financial report of the carrier or serv
ice organization. Since some organizations 
service as many as several hundred plans, it 
is evident that the files of the Labor Depart
ment wlll be encumbered with a multitude 
Of unneeded copies of the same report of the 
same organization or carrier. 

(c) The two defects outlined above would 
be remedied by the proposed amendment to 
section 5(a) included in the bill. This sec
tion deals with the duty of plan adminis
trators to disclose and report information. 
New language would be added to the sec
tion to take care of situations where specific 
information required by the statute cannot, 
in the normal method of the plan's opera
tions, be practicably ascertained or made 
available for public inspection in the man
ner or for the period prescribed by any provl
slon of the act. It also would take care of 
situations where the information if pub
lished would be duplicative or uninforma
tive. The amendment would thus authorize 
the Secretary of Labor, where he finds after 
hearing that such a situation exists, to pre
scribe by regulations such other method or 
such other period for the publication of 
the particular information as may be appro
priate to carry out the act's purposes. 

(d) An amendment to subparagraph (C) 
of section 7(f) (1) of the act would conform 
the basis for valuation of securities there
under to that specified under subparagraph 
(B). 

(e) Section 6(b) of the act requires that 
all amendments to a plan's organization or 
procedures must be incorporated in the de
scription published by the administrator. It 
fails, however, to prescribe any time limit 
for doing this. The bill would require that 
any change in the information required to 
be reported to the Secretary must be re
ported when the plan files its next annual 
report. 

(f) The bill . would broaden the term 
"party in interest" used in subparagraphs 
(C) and (D) of section 7(f) (1), by eliminat
ing certain language from these subpara
graphs and adding a broad definition of the 
term to section 3. The persons included 
within the term would correspond to those 
to whom the new conflict-of-interest provi
sion applies which is included in section 
17(a) of the present bill. 

PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO TITLE 
V OF THE AGRICULTURAL ACT OF 
1949, AS AMENDED 
Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, on be

half of myself and Senators HuMPHREY. 
YOUNG of Ohio, and DOUGLAS, I intro
duce, for appropriate reference, a bill to 
amend title V of the Agricultural Act of 
1949, as amended, to provide, in connec
tion with the employment of workers 
from Mexico, protection for the employ
ment opportunities of agricultural work
ers in the United States, and for other 
purposes. 

The Mexican farm labor program
Public Law 78-was established as a 
temporary measure in 1951 at the time 
of the Korean conflict. Under the law 
the U.S. Government has entered into 
agreements with the Republic of Mexico 
to regulate the conditions under which 
the Mexican agricultural workers can be 
employed in the United States. The 
contract provides a number of benefits 
for Mexican nationals: Payment of 
transportation costs, free housing which 
must meet minimum standards, a guar
antee of work opportunities for at least 
three-fourths of the workdays in the 
contract period, insuranGe to cover ma
jor occupational hazards, . and wage 
guarantees. The Mexican Government 
has set a minimum of 50 cents per hour 
for Mexican nationals employed under 
contract for work in this country. 

It is important to recall that Public 
Law 78 is an enabling act. It is a volun
tary program. It doe.s not impose any 
obligations on any farmer, unless he 
chooses to use the program, and in gen
eral it does not carry any penalties ex
cept denial of the use of the service. 

On the other hand, it is reasonable 
and just that the good offices of the U.S. 
Government should not be used as an 
employment agency which would either 
exploit foreign workmen or would under
cut wages, working conditions, and em
ployment opportunities of domestic 
workers. There is general agreement 
that the conditions of the Mexican na
tionals have considerably improved 
under the · program. 

The question now being raised is 
whether the growth and size of the pro.;. 
gram has had an adverse effect on do
mestic workers. 

Public Law 78 has been extended on 
four occasions by the Congress, the most 
recent being at the close of the last ses
sion of Congress. At that time agree
ment was reached on the fioor of the 
Senate for a 6-month extension, to 
December 31, 1961, with the understand
ing that at this session public hearings 
would be held and a. careful review made 
of the program. 

As Members of the Senate know, on 
May 11 the House of Representatives 

approved a 2-year extension of Public 
Law 78-H.R. 2010-by a vote of 231-
157, after amendments backed by the 
administration and incorporated in the 
Coad bill-H.R. 6032-had been de
feated. 

The bill which I am introducing today 
was drafted to implement the adminis
tration's recommendations with respect 
to modification and extension of the 
Mexican farm labor program. Its pro
visions are essentially the same as those 
of the Coad bill, previously introduced 
in the House. 

The purpose of the amendments pro
posed in the bill is to provide more spe
cific guidelines for the Department of 
Labor in carrying out the original intent 
of Congress. Section 503 of Public Law 
78, as adopted in 1951, states: 

No worker recruited under this title shall 
be available for employment in any area un
less the Secretary of Labor has determined 
and certified that ( 1) sUfficient domestic 
workers who are able, willing, and qualified 
are not available at the time and place 
needed to perform the work for which such 
workers are to be employed, (2) the em
ployment of such workers will not ad
versely affect the wages and working condi
tions of domestic agricultural workers simi
larly employed, and (3) reasonable efforts 
have been made to attract domestic work
ers for such employment at wages and 
standard hours of work comparable to those 
offered to foreign workers. 

Over the past 10 years the Depart
ment of Labor has issued a number of 
regulations to implement this directive 
of the Congress. Yet there has been 
extensive testimony from m'any sources 
that the Mexican farm labor program 
has had an adverse effect on wages and 
working conditions of domes.tic workers. 
In 1959 a special group of consultants 
was appointed by Secretary Mitchell to 
study the program. The members were 
former U.S. Senator Edward Thye, Dr. 
Rufus B. von Kleinsmid, chancellor of 
the University of Southern California, 

. Glenn E. Garrett, chairman of the Texas 
Council of Migrant Labor, and Msgr. 
George Higgins, director of the social 
action department of the National 
Catholic Welfare Conference. The con
sultants agreed that adverse effect on 
domestic workers had taken place, and 
they recommended against extension of 
the program unless Public Law 78 were 
substantially amended so as to prevent 
adverse effect, insure utilization of the 
domestic work force, and limit the use of 
Mexicans to unskilled seasonal jobs. In 
the last session, Secretary of Labor 
Mitchell opposed extension of the pro
gram unless it were amended. 

The new administration is also firmly 
opposed to extension of Public Law 78 
unless it is accompanied by substantial 
reforms. Secretary of Labor Goldberg 
stated recently: 

Evidence accumulated by the Department 
of Labor proves beyond doubt that the mass 
importation of Mexican labor has had, and 
is having, an adverse effect on the wages, 
working conditions, and employment oppor
tunities of U.S. farmworkers. 

Assistant Secretary of Labor Jerry R. 
Holleman pointed out the difficulties in 
implementing the existing law in his 
testimony before the Subcommittee on 
Equipment, Supplies and Manpower of 
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the House Committee ori. Agriculture, 
March 17, 19~1. :He stated: 

In spite of the diligent efforts of the De~ 
partment of Labor anQ. it$ affiliated State 
employment security agencies to give mean
ing and effect to these provisions, evidence 
has been accunlUlating which shows that the 
Mexican labor program has adversely af
fected the position of domestic agricultural 
workers. Studies of the Department of Labor 
demonstrate that wages in the majority of 
areas where foreign workers are employed 
h ave not kept pace with the rise of farm wage 
rates nationally. The reasons for this are 
inherent in the present provisions of the 
law. There is no indication of what specific 
standards are to be used to overcome the 
automatic adverse effect of the pressures of 
an iliexhaustible supply of labor on the op
erations of a free labor market. All too often 
we have found ourselves in litigation chal
lenging the validity of the Department's 
policies and criteria to prevent such adverse 
effect. Even today a suit challenging the 
validity of a policy which would require the 
payment of wages which would produce 
earnings as low as 50 cents an hour is pending 
in the courts. 

Mr. President, I do not believe that 
it is necessary to impute motives to or to 
place the blame on any one group for the 
adverse effects resulting from this pro
gram. I do not suggest that the Depart
ment of Labor has been derelict in its 
duty or that the growers using Mexican 
nationals are unprincipled and indiffer
ent to human needs. Nor do I believe 
that the Congress in 1951 could have 
foreseen all the consequences of this 
program. But I believe that we have a 
responsibility, after 10 years of experi
ence with it, to review the program most 
carefully and to provide the necessary 
guidelines to improve it. 

In making this decision, I believe that 
there are a number of facts which we 
must keep· in mind. 

First. The Mexican farm labor pro
gram expanded rapidly. In 1952, fewer 
than 200,000 Mexican nationals entered 
the United States, but from 1956 through 
1959 the number was over 400,000 an
nually. In 1960, the number declined to 
315,000 but this appears to represent in
creased automation, particularly in the 
harvest of cotton, rather than decreased 
proportionate reliance on Mexican na
tionals-see table I. 

Second. The expansion of the Mexican 
farm labor program has taken place 
during a period of declining employment 
of hired farmworkers-see table II. 
Rural unemployment and underemploy
ment have increased, and the underem
ployment of rural people has been esti
mated as the equivalent of 1,400,000 fully 
unemployed workers. Table m-from 
House Report 274, page 3-shows the 
seasonal composition of the farm labor 

force in 1960 on a monthly basis, includ
ing the number of Mexican nationals. 

Third. The impact of the Mexican 
farm labor program is not spread evenly. 
About 54 percent of the U.S. farms 
use no hired labor, and the farms using 
Mexican nationals constitute about 2 
percent of the u.s. farms. However, the 
farms using Mexican nationals are heav
ily concentrated, with about 12 percent 
of the farms in California, Arizona. and 
New Mexico making use of such workers. 
Of all the farms using Mexicans, about 
70 percent are in two States: Texas and 
California. Mexican nationals are em
ployed in some 1,000 crop areas in 1960 
in several States, but in a majority of 
these States their number was not 
significant-see table IV. 

The bill which I am introducing would 
extend the Mexican farm labor program 
for 2 years, until December 31, 1963. It 
incorporates the administration's rec
ommendations for providing the Depart
ment of Labor with more and clearer 
standards designed to prevent the pro
gram from having adverse effect upon 
the wages, working conditions, and 
employment opportunities of domestic 
farmworkers. The provisions are simi
lar to those proposed in the past, with the 
addition of a new section to establish a 
wage formula. I ask unanimous con
sent that a memo from the Department 
of tabor explaining the reasons and ef
fects of this section be printed at this 
point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the memo
randum was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

THE WAGE AMENDMENT 

Section 505 of the proposed amendment 
would require employers who wish to em
ploy foreign Mexican workers and are offer
ing less than average wages to-

1. Bring their wages, in yearly steps of 
not more than 10 cents an hour, up to the 
State or national farm wage average, which
ever average is lower. 

(Employers would in no case be required 
by the amendment to raise their wage offers 
by more than 10 cents per hour in any one 
year or to raise their wage offers to more 
than the lesser of the state average farm 
wage or the national average. Where the 
wage offer thus determined is less than the 
wage already prevailing in the area for the 
activity, the prevailing wage must, of course, 
be offered and paid.) 

The reasons for the amendment are as fol
lows: 

1. It is necessary in order to fulfill the 
congressional intent, expressed when Public 
Law 78 was first enacted, that Mexicans not 
be used where their employment would ad
versely affect the wages of U.S. farmworkers. 
Despite vigorous efforts of the Department 
of Labor, it is now clear that adverse effects 
have been substantial in many areas. 

2. Farm wages in activities and areas 
using braceros have lagged materially be
hind farm wages generally. In some cases 
wages have actually declined in the face of 
labor shortages met by use of braceros. In 
many areas the wage offered has remained 
at 50 cents per hour, unchanged for almost 
10 years. In this respect, the Mexican labor 
programs seems clearly to have adversely af
fected wages of U.S. workers. It seems also 
to have created unfair competition for farm
ers in the great majority of areas where 
farm wages have risen more normally in re
sponse to labor stringencies, often to $1 
per hour or more. 

3. The only visible solution to these ad
verse effects, if Public Law 78 is to be con
tinued, is to assure that Mexican labor avail
ability is made dependent upon upward wage 
adjustments of the type that would occur 
if foreign workers were not used. 

4. The rate at which such adjustments in 
wage levels are required should be decided 
by the Congress rather than by the Execu
tive. 

5. The formula proposed would simply 
cause wages in these activities to keep pace 
with. farm wages generally. No employer 
willing to offer average wages would be de
prived of needed braceros by this amend
ment. 

The effect of the amendment. In the 
States where the wages offered by farmers 
using Mexican labor have continued to ad
vance as would be expected in a normal 
labor market, the effects of the amendment 
wm be negligible. Thus in States like Cali
fornia and Wisconsin, where the prevailing 
wage rates for employers authorized to use 
Mexicans are already above the national 
average farm wage rate of 97 cents per hour 
in many areas, this amendment would re
quire no revision upward of the wage level. 

The amendment's effects will be felt most 
in those States and areas in which wages 
have been most severely affected by the 
Mexican program. Thus in areas where 
wages in the activities employing Mexicans 
have failed to increase during the last 8 or 
10 years, a significant increase would be 
necessary in order to "catch up" with the 
average State wage. In order to avoid wage 
increases so sharp as to be unnecessarily dis
ruptive in such States, the amendment 
specifically limits the amount of wage in
crease required in any 1 year to 10 cents 
per hour. 

A table presenting in more detail the effect 
of the amendment on wages in each of the 
States employing Mexicans at an hourly 
wage rate is attached (table V). 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the statis
tical tables referred to in my statement 
be printed in the RECORD and that the 
bill be printed at the conclusion of my 
remarks. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
Senator from Minnesota? The Chair 
hears none, and it is so ordered. 

<See exhibit 1.) 
The tables ordered to be printed in 

the RECORD are as follows : 

TABLE I. - Total number of .foreign wm·lce1·s contmcted or adun"tted to the United Slates .for tem,pom1·y agricultural employment, by year, 
1951- 60 

British Brit ish 
Calendar year 'l'otal Mexican West Canadian Japanese 1 Filipinos 1 

Indies 1 
T otal Mexican West Canadian Japanese 1 Filipinos 1 

Indies 1 
. Calendar year 

- -------1·--- - ---- ----- ---1----11---- ----- ---------------- --------
1951_ _____ __ - - -------- 203, 640 192, 000 9, 040 2, 600 ---------- ----------1952 ________ -- - ------- 210,210 197,100 7, 910 5,200 -- ------ --
1953- -- ---~--- ------- - 215, 321 201,380 7, 741 6,200 --- -- --- -- ----------
1954 ___ --------------- 320, 737 309,033 4, 704 7, 000 ---------- --- -------
1955 ________ - -- ------- 411, 966 398,650 6,616 6, 700 ---------- ---- ------

I Due to canyover of workers from year to year, the number admitted is usually 

lesi~fo=te~pff~~~~·remained relatively constant throughout the year. 

1956 __ __ _____ --------- 459,850 445, Hl7 7, 563 6, 700 390 
1957----- -- - -------- - - 452,205 436,049 8,171 7, 300 652 33 
1958 ____ -- - -- ------ --- 447,513 432, 857 7, 441 6, 900 315 0 
1959 ________ _ - - ---- --- 455, 420 437, 643 8, 772 8, 600 400 5 
196() _____ _____ __ __ ---- 334, 7~ 315,846 9, 820 8, 200 863 0 

Source: Administrative repor ts. Bureau of Employment Security; figures f~ 
Canadians, Japanese, and Filipinos arc approximations. 
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TABLE II.- A'verage number of workers employed on farms, Unite~ States, 1951-60 
(Thousands) 

Farm opera- Farm opera- Fartn opera-: 
Year Total tors and Hired Year · Total tors and Hired Year Total tors and Hired 

unpaid ram- workers unpaid fam- workers unpaidfam- workers 
ily workers ily workers ily workers· 

195L ----------- 9,546 7, 310 2,236 1955 ____________ 8,364 6, 347 2,017 
1958 __ _____ _____ 

7,525 6,570 1,955 
1952_ ----------- 9,149 7,005 2,1« 1956 ____________ 7,820 5,899 1, 921 1959 ____________ 7,384 6,459 1,925 
1953_ ----------- 8,864 6, 775 2,089 1957-- - - -------- 7,577 5,682 1,895 196() ____________ 7,118 6,249 1,869 
1954 ____ ________ 8,639 6,579 2,060 

Source: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Statistical Reporting Sen·ice, Farm Labor. 

TABLE III.-Seasonal composition of farm labor force in 1960 
[Thousands of workers] 

Seasonal workers Seasonal workers 
Total Farm- All Total Farm- All 
farm ersand hired farm ersand hired 

Month labor family work- Do- Mexi- Month labor family work- Do- · Mcxi-
force 1 labor 1 ers 1 Total2 Local2 mestic can force 1 labor 1 ers 1 Total2 Local2 mestic can 

mi- na- mi- na-
grants2 tionals 2 grants t tionals 2 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

--------------- -----------
January-------------- ___ 5,006 4,139 867 343 233 42 65 July ___ __________________ 8,416 5, 569 2,847 1, 200 784 293 118 
February---------------- 5,305 4,321 984 328 218 38 60 August __________ -- -_---- 8,344 5,694 2,650 1,112 716 263 128 
March __ ---------------- 5,994 4, 763 1,231 309 205 34 60 September __ ----.-------- 9,120 6,283 2,837 1, 282 848 251 168 
April ____________________ 7,151 5,507 1,644 417 284 52 70 October----------------- 8,283 5,965 2,318 1,316 823 256 227 
May_------------------- 7,725 5, 758 1,967 766 543 114 97 November_- ------------ 6,593 5,075 1,518 743 463 119 152 
June __ ------------- --- -- 8,271 5, 627 2,644 1,225 867 222 128 December _______________ 5,206 4,285 921 405 260 58 75 

1 From Farm Labor, published monthly by U.S. Department of Agnculture. ment of Labor. Entnes in col. (5) mclude a few foreign workers not shown m 
2 From Farm Labor Market Developments, published monthly by U.S. Depart- cols. (6), (7), and (8). 

TABLE IV.-Employment of Mexican nationals-Selected data 

Number of farms 
using Mexican 
workers, 1959 

Peakem-

Domestic-worker em
ployment en date 
or peak employment 
of Mexican workers, 
1960 

1-----,,-----IJl~:f~~ 1-------.-----11 

Total, United States ____ 

Total, all States using 
Mexicans _____________ 

Texas __ ____ _ ------ --------
California ___ -------------
Arkansas-----------------Arizona ________ __ _____ ____ 
New Mexico ______________ 
Michigan _______ ___ _______ 
Colorado __ ---------- -----Montana _________________ 
Nebraska __ ·---------------Georgia ______ ______ _______ 
Wyoming ___ -------------

Number 
of 

farms 

48,788 

48,788 

22,310 
12, 176 
2, 641 

923 
1,888 
3,921 
2,060 

749 
562 
102 
536 

As per
cent of all 

farms 

1.3 

2.1 

9.8 
12.3 
2.8 

12.8 
11.9 
3. 5 
6.2 
2.6 
.6 
.1 

5.5 

workers, 
1959 I 

234,171 

------------
103,680 
73,430 
31,296 
14,312 
11,257 
11,151 
6,539 
2,563 
2,310 
1,264 
1,213 

In areas and 
activities 

Total in which 

1, 136, 720 

------------
205,794 
159,150 
67,360 
24,763 
3,684 

66,546 
14,230 
8,606 
5,429 

57,837 
4,328 

Mexicans 
were 

employed 1 

------------

------------
178,814 
124,850 
58,214 
17,475 
1,004 

17,426 
8,359 

·2, 793 
2,282 

10,302 
2,623 

1 Since ~eaks occur at different dates, items in this column are not additive. 
2 Less t an 0.05 percent. 

Wisconsin __________ _____ _ 
Tennessee __ ------ ___ -----Indiana __________________ 
Missouri__ ________________ 
Utah_------------- ___ ----
Oregon __ -----------------
Dlinois ____ ---------------South Dakota ____________ 
Kentucky----------------
Iowa ____ -----------------
Nevada ________ -----------Minnesota ___ _____________ 

Washington_--------- ----
North Dakota---~---- ----
Kansas---- - -- --------- ---

Number of farms 
using Mexican 
workers, 1959 

Domestic-worker em
ployment on date 
of peak employment 
of Mexican workers, 
1960 Peakem-

1-----,.-----10~~~ 1-------.---·

Number 
of 

farms 

213 
65 
46 

206 
211 

15 
3 

76 
9 

10 
27 
21 

(I) 
13 

5 

As per
cent of all 

farms 

.2 
(2) 
(2) 

.1 
1.2 

(2) 
(2) 

.1 
(2) 
(2) 

1.1 
(l) 

<·~ (2 
(2) 

workers, 
19591 

1,004 
659 
612 
469 
426 
349 
234 
229 
179 
126 
121 
97 
60 
56 
22 

In areas and 
activities 

Total in which 

9, 759 
37,347 

6,852 
29,220 
6,849 

20,410 
11,205 

508 
20,272 
19,462 

605 
4,888 

37,919 
9,427 

41,478 

Mexicans 
were 

employed 1 

5,222 
6,391 
1.~ 

29,220 
3,949 
1,395 

817 
288 

1,621 
144 
174 

2, 212 
1,840 

302 
1,503 

a No Mexican nationals employed in 1959. 
Source: U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Employment Security. 

· TABLE V.-Proposed wage standards for Mexican labor program indicators of impact 

Hourly wage rates paid U.S. workers in 
activities in which Mexicans are employed 

Average 
hourly rate Under present law 1 Under pro-

State 2 without posed amend-
room and ment, lowest 

board, Lowest rate Most com- rate for 
USDA, 1960 for employers mon rate for employers 

authorized to employers authorized to 
use Mexicans authorized to use Mexicans 

use Mexieans in 1963 3 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

Arizona_ ------------------ $0.97 $0.70 $0.70 $0.90 Arkansas __________________ .73 .35 .50 • 70 
Califor.nla __ ___ __ ----- -- --- 1.23 • 75 1.00 .95 
ColOTado _____ ------------- 1.09 .65 • 75 .85 
Illinois_----------_---- ---- 1.10 • 75 • 75 .95 
Indiana __ ----------------- 1.06 • 75 .so .95 Kansas ____________________ 1.12 .85 .85 4 .97 
Kentucky _____ ------------ .82 .50 .50 .70 

{ .85 } Michigan ___ -------·------- 1.07 • 75 and .95 
1.00 

' Based upon U.S. Department of Labor surveys to determine the prevailing wage. 

; fr~~~~~Ja ;:~<£to~e~:en:~~'g.e :~§:;~~~~~ft~~~~. ihat 
is the year in which Congress would be reviewing the program. 

Hourly wage rates~aid U.S. workers in 
activities in which exicans are employed .. 

Average 
hourly rate Under present law t Under pro-

State 2 without posed amend-
room and ment, lGwest 

board, Lowest rate Most com- rate for 
USDA, 1960 for employers monrate for employers 

authorized to employers authorb:ed to 
use Mexicans authorized to use Mexicans 

use Mexicans in 1963 a 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

Minnesota ___ ------------- $1. 10 $0.75 $0.75 $0.95 
MissourL ----------------- .99 .50 .50 • 70 Nebraska _________________ 

1.10 .85 .85 ' .97 
Nevada_------------------ 1.24 • 75 • 75 .95 New Mexico __ __ __________ .85 .60 .60 .so Tennessee _________________ .63 .50 .50 .63 
Texas ____ ------- ___ ------- • 78 .40 .50 • 70 Utah ______________________ 1.19 • 75 . 75 .95 
Wisconsin ___________ ------ 1.09 .,so 1.00 • . 97 

• 97 cents was the average hourly farm wage -rate for the Nation in 1960. In 1~, 
the pertinent figure (the aver-ace for 1962) will, of course, be ditJerent, probably some
what higher. Between 1959 and 1960, the average hourly farm wage rate rose 2 ccm.ts 
per bour. 
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Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, I 

ask \Ulanimous consent that the bill iie 
on the desk through Thursday next for 
additional sponsors. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
bill will be received and appropriately 
referred; and, without objection, the bill 
will lie on the desk, as requested. 

The bill <S. 1945) to amend title V of 
the Agricultural Act of 1949, as amended, 
to provide, in connection with the em
ployment of workers from Mexico, pro
tection for the employment opportuni
ties of agricultw·al workers in the United 
States, and other purposes, introduced 
by Mr. McCARTHY (for himself and other 
Senators> , was received, read twice by 
its title, referred to the Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry, and ordered 
to be printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

EXHIBIT 1 

Be it enacted by the Senate and 'House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That section 
502(2) of the Agricultural Act of 1949, as 
amended, is amended to read as follows: 
"(2) to reimburse the United States for es
sential expenses incurred by it under this 
title, except salaries and expenses of person
nel engaged in compliance activities, in 
amounts not to exceed $15 per worker; and". 

SEc. 2. Section 503 of such Act is amended 
by changing the comma at the end of clause 
numbered "(2)" to a period, deleting the 
word "and" and clause numbered "(3)", and 
substituting the following in place thereof: 
"As an additional means of carrying out his 
responsibilities under this section, the Sec
retary may, in order to provide such active 
competition in the labor market as is nec
essary to assure that wages and working 
conditions of domestic workers are not ad
versely affected, limit the number of foreign 
workers who may be employed by any 
employer." 

SEc. s. Sections 504 through 509 of such 
Act are renumbered sections "506" through 
"511" respectively; the reference to "section 
507" in section 508, renumbered as section 
"510", is changed to section "509"; and the 
following new sections "504" and "505" are 
inserted after section 503 : 

"SEc. 504. No workers recruited under this 
title shall be made available to any em
ployer or pennitted to remain in the employ 
of any employer-

" ( 1) unless the employer has made rea
sonable efforts to attract domestic workers 
at terms and conditions of employment rea
sonably comparable to those offered to for
eign workers and is furnishing such terms 
and conditions to domestic workers in his 
employ; 

"(2) for employment in other than tem
porary or seasonal occupations, except in 
specific cases when found by the Secretary 
of Labor necessary for a temporary period to 
avoid undue hardship, or 

"(3) for employment involving the opera
tion of power driven machinery, except in 
specific cases when found by the Secreta1·y 
of Labor necessary for a temporary period 
to avoid undue hardship. 

"SEc. 505. (a) No workers recruited under 
this title shall be made available to any em
ployer or permitted to remain in the em
ploy of any employer unless the employer 
offers and pays to such workers wages 
equivalent to the average farm wage in the 
State in which the area of employment is 
located, or the national farm wage average, 
whichever is the lesser: Provided, That for 
the purposes of this paragraph a wage offer 
equivalent to 10 cents per hour above the 
highest wage rate prevailing during the last 
previous season in which workers recruited 
under this title were employed in the area 

and in the activity involved, shall be deemed 
to fulfill the requirements .of this paragraph: 
Provided fttrther, That in no event shall such 
workers be permitted to be employed by any 
employer who is paying domestic workers 
less than he offers workers recruited under 
this title for the activity in the area. 

"(b) The determination of the average 
farm wage in a State and the national farm 
wage average required in (a) above shall be 
made by the Secretary of Labor, after con
sultation with the Secretary of Agriculture. 
In making these determinations, the Secre
tary of Labor shall consider, among other 
relevant factors, the applicable average farm 
wage rate per hour for workers who do not 
receive board and room, or such other ap
propriate information and data as may be 
available." 

SEc. 4. Paragraph ( 1) of section 507 of 
such Act, renumbered as section "509" is 
amended by changing the comma after the 
words "Internal Revenue Code, as amended" 
to a period and deleting the remainder of 
the paragraph. 

SEc. 5. Section 509 of such Act, as 
amended, renumbered as section "511", is 
amended by striking "December 31, 1961" 
and inserting "December 31, 1963." 

UNJUSTIFIED INCREASES IN NAT
URAL GAS PRICES 

Mr. CARROLL. Mr. President, I in
troduce, for appropriate reference, a bill 
to amend section 4(e) of the Natural 
Gas Act. Under the terms of this bill, 
no rate increase for an interstate nat
ural-gas pipeline company could become 
effective until it received the approval of 
the Federal Power Commission. 

Many bills have sought to alleviate the 
hardships imposed upon consumers and 
distributing companies by the piling of 
rate increase upon rate increase in the 
gas industry. These bills have usually 
sought to prevent a second increase 
from becoming effective until an initial 
application has been approved. Other 
bills propose to lengthen the permissible 
period suspension from 5 to 12 or more 
months. I wholeheartedly support such 
proposed legislation. I do so even 
though I know these attempted solu
tions are merely compromises and at 
best palliatives. 

Even though I support such bills, I am 
convinced that we would do better to 
face this issue head on. I urge a return 
to the fundamental and time-honored 

_principles upon which effective rate reg
ulation has in the past depended. The 
underlying theory of effective rate reg
ulation has been the law's recognition 
of the fact that public utility rates are 
the result of hammering out the basic 
facts in a hard-fought adversary pro
ceeding. Once a decision has become 
final, it should stand until it has been 
demonstrated that changed conditions 
have made it unfair. 

Under the existing laws, the Federal 
Power Commission cannot suspend rate 
increases for more than 5 months. This 
has allowed natw·al gas pipelines to file 
enormously padded applications for in
creased rates, to put those rates into 
effect, and to collect great sums of money 
from the consumers. This money is then 
used by the pipeline company as though 
it were the pipeline's own equity capital. 
I do not think the fact that the pipe
lines have used -unjustified rate increases 

as a source of equity capital can be seri
ously challenged. Nor can ' forcing con
sumers to supply capital for a utility be 
defended. 

A report of the Federal Power Com
mission showed that between July 1, 
1949, and March 1, 1960, in the cases dis
posed of by the Commission, pipeline 
companies had collected $522,073,400 an
nually in increased rates. But when 
the Commission was able to dispose of 
the cases, these companies were entitled 
to retain only $310,828,100. Thus, the 
natural gas consumers had, during each 
of the 11 years covered by the study, sup
plied the pipelines with $211,245,300. 
The pipelines were able to use this huge 
sum as equity capital. Even though the 
pipelines were eventually required to re
pay this capital with interest at 6 per
cent, their common. stockholders received 
a significant windfall. · 

All of the pipelines have been com
plaining for years that the return of 11 
to 12 percent for common stock equity 
capital is niggardly. But even if we as
sume that the return on equity capital be 
limited to 10 percent, the rate increase 
process enables the company to receive 
this $211 million of capital per year at 6 
percent instead of 10 percent. Con
sequently, there is a saving of 4 percent 
in interest cost-all of which benefits the 
common stockholder, and the common 
stockholder only. The existing rate 
procedures have enabled the common 
stockholders of the pipeline companies 
to gain $8,440,000 a year at the expense 
of the consumers. During the 11 years 
covered by the study, perhaps $90 million 
has thus been taken from the consumer 
for the benefit of the common stock
holder. 

I think that every pipeline company is 
entitled to fair treatment, just as I think 
everyone else in business is entitled to 
fair treatment. But the consumers of 
natural gas are also entitled to fair 
·treatment, and I think that it is time 
that we in the Congress see that the con
sumers do get fair treatment. 

The pipeline companies apply for in
creases to which they know they are not 
entitled. Every Senator from a State in 
which natural gas is consumed can 
parallel the experience of the people of 
Colorado. But let me cite as an example 
of the lack of fundamental fairness in 
dealing with the consumer the cases of 
Colorado Interstate Gas Co. The Fed
eral Power Commission challenged the 
fairness of this company's rates. As a 
result, there was a hard-fought battle 
which ultimately ended in a decision by 
the Supreme eourt of the United States 
on March 28, 1955. By that decision the 
Commission was upheld upon every con
tested point. But even before that case 
could be decided, Colorado Interstate 
had applied, September 2, 1953, for an 
increase in rates amounting to $6,508,-
000 a year. The purported justification 
of this increase was a challenge to the 
very principles upon which the Supreme 
Court had just found the Commission to 
be right and the company to be wrong. 
This new rate proceeding was not de
cided until December 30, 1958. But in 
those 5 years that the rates were effec
tive, the company collected $31,625,000 
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from its customers. On February 1, 
·1955, the company applied for anothe:~; 
increase; amounting to $10,269,000 an
nually, and on July 1, 1957, for a still · 
further increase amounting to $3,135;000 
annually-. 

None of these applications were de
cided until December 30, 1958. By that 
time the representatives of the con
sumers had been exhausted, and a com
promise settlement was reached. 

While the settlement required the con
sumers to pay at least $20 million more 
than the examiner, after careful study 
of the record, had found to be fair, the 
·cases were settled. But in the meantime, 
consumers had been forced to pay to the 
company a total in excess of $75 million 
on rates which had never received the 
sanction of the Commission, and which 
the astute businessmen who operate 
Colorado Interstate must have known 
they could never ·establish as fair and 
just. 

Illustrations such as this-and they 
could be multiplied many times
strengthen my belief that the time for 
compromise is past. I think the time 
has come to return to the basic principle 
that the pipelines should not be permit
ted to collect a single cent from their 
customers until they have demonstrated 
that the proposed rate is lawful. Any
thing less than firm adherence to this 
principle is a compromise which permits 
consumers to be victimized by unjust 
exactions. 

My bill proceeds upon that principle. 
It is :right in theory, and it is right in 
fact. 

I know that it will be argued that the 
regulatory lag may cause unjustified in
jury to the pipelines. I can conceive 
that there may come a time when some 
pipeline company may fairly be entitled 
to an increase in rates; and may ask only 
"for that to which it is fairly entitled. If 
that time should come, the proposed bill 
-would empower the Commission, after 
hearing all of the facts, to make the new 
rates retroactively effective to the filing 
of the application. In considering the 
question of ultimate fairness, we should 
keep in mind that the pipelines are 
wholesalers, dealing with distributing 
companies· whose financial res:Ponsibility 
is equal · to that of" the pipelines. 

The traditional justification for al
lowing rates to be placed in effect under 
suspension arises from the fact that the 
distributing companies are dealing with 
many customers, some of whom may die, 
some ·may move, some·may terminate the 
service, and a few may prove to be per
sons from whom the increased rate, if 
it is allowed, will be uncollectible. But 
none of these ·considerations apply in 
the case of pipelines, and the power to 
make the rate retroactive should fully 
protect the pipelines from the loss of 
anything to which they are entitled. 

But the bill goes further in protecting 
any legitimate interest of the pipelines. 
If they can make a showing that this 
power to make rates retroactive is not 
an adequate remedy, the Commission 
is authorized to put all or" any part "of 
the rate into ·effect. But, if ·a rate does 
go into effect, the Commission is granted 
plenary power to insure that the con-

sumers who furn:ish the money are fully 
repaid. Under this power, the Commis
sion could-and I think it should-re
quire that the disputed rates. be de
posited in escrow until the matter has 
been decided. Certainly, no company 
should be permitted to commingle the 
consumers• money by investing it in the 
plant which belongs to the common 
stockholders. This is precisely what 
Colorado Interstate Co. did. This 
is precisely why, when the Commission's 
experienced examiner finally concluded 
that the company was not entitled to 
the $75 million it had collected from the 
consuming public, the company was able 
to force a settlement more advantageous 
to itself by claiming that the repayment 
of the consumers of what was rightfully 
theirs would destroy the company. 

I believe the bill which I am introduc
ing is sound. It involves no compromise 
.with what ought _to be. It can be sup
ported as a full and complete recognition 
of any constitutional rights any pipeline 
may have. It will effectively protect the 
public from the abuses with which all 
of us from the consuming States have 
become all too familiar. I urge its 
passage at the earliest possible moment. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD a 
comparison of the text of the proposed 
Carroll bill with the text of the present 
section 4(e) of the Natural Gas Act. 

There being no objection, the com
parison was ordered to be Plinted in 
the RECORD, as follows: · 
COMPARISON OF TEXT OF PROPOSED CARROLL 

BILL WITH TEXT OF PRESENT SECTION 4 (E) 
OF NATURAL GAS ACT 

[Matter proposed to be omitted in black 
brackets, new matter in italic] 

(e) .. Whenever any such new schedule is 
filed the Commission shall have authority, 
either upon complaint of any State, munici
pality, or State Commission, or upon its own 
initiative without complaint, at once, and 
if it so orders, without answer or formal 
pleading by the natural-gas company, but 
upon reasonable notice, to enter upon a 
hearing concerning the lawfulness of such 
rate, charge, classification, or service; and, 
pending such hearing' and the decision 
ther·eon, the Commission, upon filing with 
such schedules and delivering to the 
natural-gas eompany affected thereby a 
statement in writing [of] fixing the time 
and place jor such hearing and containing 
its reasons for such suspension, may sus
pend the operation of such schedule and de
fer the use of such rate, charge, classifica
tion, or service, [but not for a longer periOd 
than five months beyond the time when 
it would otherwise go into effect: Provided 
That the Commission shall not have au.: 
thority to suspend the rate, charge, classi
fication, or service for the sale of natural 
gas for industrial use only;] for such time 
as is reasonably necessary for the comple
tion of such hearing and the decision 
thereon. [and after full hearings, either 
completed before or after the rate, charge, 
classification, or service goes. into effect, the 
Commission may make such orders with 
reference thereto as would be proper in a 
proceeding initiated after it had become 
effective.] Tt it shall finally be determined 
that such. schedule is lawful, the Commis
sion shall have the authority to make such. 
schedule effective retroactively to the date 
of its filing. [If the proceeding has not 
been concluded and an order made at the 
expiration of the suspension period, on mo
tion of the natural-gas company making 
the filing, the proposed change of rate, 

charge., classification, or . service shall go into 
effect. Where increased rates or charges are 
thus made ,effective, . the Commission may, 
by order, require the . natural-gas company 
to furnish a bond, to be approved by the 
Commission, to ref11nd any amounts ordered 
by the Commission, to keep accurate ac
counts in detail of all amounts received by 
reason of such increase, specifying by whom 
and in whose behalf such amounts were 
paid, and, · upon completion of the hear
ing and decision, to order such natural-gas 
company to refunds, with _interest, the por
tion of such increased rates or charges by 
its decision found not juStified.] Upon mo
tion of the natural-gas company making 
the filing, and upon a showing that such 
natural-gas company will suffer damage for 

·.which the retroactive effectiveness of such 
schedule will not constitute tin adequate 
remedy, the Commission may, by .order, to 
the extent necessary. to prevent such irrep
arable damage, and upon such terms and 
with such security as in its discretion will 
assure to the ultimate consumers the repay
ment of any amounts they may have been 
required to pay on account of such rates to 
the extent that such rates shall be finally 
determined to have been in excess of just and 
reasonable rates, rpermit such schedule, in 
whole or in part, to become effective pending 
final determination of th,e lawfulness of such 
schedule. At any hearing ipvolving a rate 
or charge sought to be increased, the burden 
of proof to show that the increased rate or 
charge is just and reasonable shall be upon 
the natural-gas company, and the Commis
sion shall give to the hearing and decision 
of such questions preference over other 
questions pending before it and decide the 
same as speedily as possible. · 

Mr. CARROLL. Mr. President. I ask 
unanimous consent that the bill lie 
on the desk for a week, so that Sena
tors may read my comments and may 
read the JlUrposes of the bill. This is 
one of the most important bills to come 
before the Congress. It involves almost 
every State of the Union. 

In closing, we have learned from the 
report submitted to the Congress that 
over $600 million of the conSumers' 
money has been tied up as a result of 
heavy" backlogs of cases .which have 
failed to be acted upon by the Federal 
Power Commission. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the bil~ lie on the desk for 1 
week, in order that other Senators may 
read it and cosponsor it if they desire. 
I trust the bill will have the cosponsor
ship of every Senator on this important 
proposed legislation. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
bill will .be received and appropriately 
referred;. and, without objection. the bill 
will lie on the desk, as requested. 

The bill <S. 1946) to amend section 
4(e) of the Natural Gas Act relative to 
hearings concerning the lawfulness of 
new rate schedules, introduced by Mr. 
CARROLL, was received, read twice by its 
title, and referred to the Committee on 
Commerce. 

HOUSING ACT OF 1961-AMEND
MENTS 

Mr. JAVITS <for himself and Mr. 
DoUGLAS) SUbmitted an amendment, in
tended to be proposed by them, jointly, 
to the bill <S. 1922) to assist in the pro
vision of housing for · moderate and low 
in·come families, to promote orderly ur
ban development, to extend and amend 
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laws relating to housing, urban renewal, 
and community facilities, and for other 
purposes, which was ordered to lie on the 
table and to be printed. . 

Mr. JA VITS (for himself and Mr. 
BusH) submitted amendments, intended 
to be proposed by them, jointly, to Sen
ate bill .1922; supra, which were ordered 
to lie on the table and to be printed. 

IMPLEMENTATION OF 23D AMEND
MENT TO THE CONSTITUTION
ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF 
BILL 

Under authority of the order .of the 
Sen~te of May 16, 1961, the names of 
Mr. LoNG of Missow·i, Mr. Moss, Mr. 
SMITH of Massachusetts, and Mr. PELL 
were added ·as additional cosponsors of 
the bill <S. 1883) to regulate the elec
tion in the District of Columbia of elec
tors of President and Vice President, and 
for other pw·poses, introduced ·by Mr. 
BIBLE on May 16, 1961. 

ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS,ARTICLES, 
ETC., PRINTED IN THE RECORD 
On request, and by unanimous consent, 

addresses, editorials, articles, etc., were 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

By Mr. WILEY: 
Address delivered by him over radio sta

tion WGN, Chicago, relating to strengthen
ing of U.S. policies to halt Communist ag
gression. 

By Mr. ANDERSON: 
Article entitled "Totting tip the Cost of 

Health Care," written by Senator NEUBERGER, 
published in the Washington Post of May 21, 
1961; and article entitled "Study Backs Ex
panded Medical Aid," written by Lewis 
Hawkins, published in the Washington Post 
of May 22, 1961. 

By Mr. BYRD of West Virginia: 
Address delivered by him before the Sec

ond Annual Travel Clinic, sponsored by the 
Upper Monongahela Valley Association at 
Blackwater Lodge, Davis, W. Va., on May 12, 
1961, regarding the glories of West Virginia. 

By Mr. ENGLE: 
Statement by Representative HAROLD T. 

JoHNSON, of California, before Mining Sub
committee of the House Interior Commit
tee, regarding the production of more gold 
at home. 

PROPOSED INCREASE IN WORK
MEN'S COMPENSATION OF 
LONGSHOREMEN ·AND HARBOR 
WORKERS 
Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, inter

mittently I have been pointing out, on 
the ftoor of ·the Senate, the various bills 
which are coming before the Committee 
on Com~erce, proposing increases in the 
subsidies granted to the private opera
tors of our merchant marine, carrying 
cargoes and passengers. 

I have been a Member of this body 
for 4 years; and petitions for· increased 
subsidies have repeatedly come before 
the committee, of which I am a member. 

Slnce the enactment of the Merchant 
Marine· Act of 1936, the Federal Gov
ernment·has paid in subsidy, to aid=the 
development of our Merchant .Marine, 
$232 million in construction differential 
costs and $944 million in operating dif-

CVII--546 

ferential .costs. These figures, in large 
par.t, represent the difference between 
wages pai.d Americ.an shipyard workers 
and operating seamen· and wages paid 
to comparable workers in foreign coun7 

tries. 
Presently, there is pending before the 

Committee on Labor and Public Wel
fare Senate bill 733, which contemplates 
increasing the maximum weekly work
men's compensation benefits paid to 
ship repairmen and other harbor-work
ers from a level of $54 a week to $70 a 
week, or a 30-percent increase which 
would, in part, have to be paid for by 
the taxpayers of the United States be
cause of the subsidy features of the Mer
chant Marine Act which I have just 
mentioned. 

The liberality of these increases, com
pared to what the States are paying, in 
my opinion is inftuenced by the fact 
that the taxpayers have to pay a part 
ofi~ . . 

The following is a tabulation of the 
maximum weekly benefits paid under 
State workmen's compensation laws at 
the present time and I ask unanimous 
consent to have it printed in the RECORD 
at this point. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the REcoRD, 
as follows: 

STATE WoRKKEN's CoMPENSATION LAws 
Maximum weekly benefit tor single employee 

tor temporary total disabiltty by States 

State 

Alabama 1 -----------~- -- -----
Alaska ~-- ------------------ -- -
.Arizona. _____ -----------------
Arkansas 1 _ _ --- -- - - -- --------

California~----------------- - -Colorado .• _______________ • ____ . 
Connecticut 1 __ --------------
Delaware~----- - --- - ------ - - - 
Florida 1 __ -------------------

Georgia~- -- --- ------------ ----
Hawaii 1 _ __ ----- ------------ - -
Idaho _____________ -_-••• ------
illinois 1. ____ -----------------

Indiana~------- - - ---------- ---
Iowa .• --- --- ________ ----------
Kansas 1 __ ------------------- -
Kentucky 1_ -----------------

Louisiana~-- ---- -- ----- -------
Maine '----- ------------------
Maryland 1_ -----------------

Massachusetts ~--------------
Michigan~-------------------
Minnesota~-------- --- ------- 
Mississippi' -----------------
Missouri'---------------------
Montana ______ -----_----- ____ _ 
Nebraska._---- -- -- ------ ---- -
Nevada. ___ ------ ____ -----___ _ 
New Ham~bire t ____________ _ 
New Jersey t _________________ _ 
New Mexico t ________________ _ 

New York~------------------
North Carolina. -------------
North Dakota._ --------------
Ohio~-------------------------
Oklahoma . •• __ ---------------
Oregon t_ ---------------------
Pennsylvania ~---------------
Rhode Island ~---------------
South Carolina'--------------South Dakota _______________ _ 

Tennessee 1 ___ ----------------
Texas~-----------------------
U tab ___ ._-----_--------------. Vermont _____________________ _ 

Virginia t __ -------------------
Washington 1_ ----------------West Virginia ________________ _ 

Wisconsin •••• ----------------Wyoming ____________________ _ 

. Longshoremen's and Harbor 
. Workers' Compensation Act. 

1 Maritime. 
1 Not applicable. 

Rate 

$31.00 
100.00 
(!) 
35. 00 
65.00 

· 40. 25 
(2) 
50.00 
4.2.00 
30.00 
75.00 
28.00 
45.00 
85.00 
32.00 
38.00 
36.00 
35.00 
39.00 
40.00 
50.00 
33.00 
45.00 
35.00 
4.5.00 
28.00 
37.00 

(2) 
4.0.00 
40.00 
38.00 
50.00 
35.00 
38.00 
49.00 
35.00 

(2) 
42.50 
36.00 
35.00 
30.00 
34.00 
35.00 
37.00 
36.00 
35.00 

(!) 
35.00 

(2~ 
(I 
M.OO 

Date of 
available 
informa-

tion 

1957 
1959 

----- ---- ---
1959 
1959 
1959 

----1959 ____ 
1959 
1959 
1959 
1959 
1959 
1959 
1959 
1959 
1960 
1958 
1961 
1959 
1961 
1960 
1959 
1960 
1959 
1959 
1959 

----1959 ____ 
1960 
1959 
1960 
1959 
1960 
1961 
1959 

----iooo··--
1960 
1956 
1957 
1959 
1959 
1959 
1959 
1960 
1957 
1960 

----------------iooi ____ 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President. a 
study of this listing discloses that ·the 
$70 a ~eek maximum proPQsed by S. 
733 will be practically 40 percent, and in 
many instances 100 percent, more than 
the amounts paid in the individual 
States. 

I cannot see anything else but a chain 
reaction throughout the country de
manding that the increase granted by 
the Congress shall likewise be granted 
by the States. 

Perhaps the increase ought to be 
granted, but before it is, we ought to 
make certain what are the actual facts. 
Prior to the amendments of 1948, maxi
·mum weekly benefits for workers covered 
by the Longshoremen and Harbor 
Workers Act was $25 a week. In 1948, 
it was raised to $35. In 1956, it was 
raised from $35 to $54, an increase of 
approximately 50 percent. · 

Now, 5 years later, it is sought to be 
raised from $54 to $70, an increase of 
30 percent. 

It is my understanding that only per
functory hearings are -contemplated on 
this bill. It seems to be accepted that 
the grants ought to be made. ·I hope 
that, before we act upon this bill, it 
will be studied adequately, not only from 
the standpoint of the Federal Govern
ment, but from the standpoint of the 
effect it will have on the various States 
in the Union. 

THE FAIR PLAY FOR CUBA 
COMMITTEE 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak for · 4 
minutes. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection? The Chair hears none, 
and it is so ordered. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, the facts 
I am about to present to the Senate to
day are of particular concern to students 
in America's institutions of higher. learn
ing, for reasons which will quickly be
come apparent. They are of particular 
concern to the parents of these students, 
and to faculty members in these institu
tions. They are of particular concern to 
Senators from California, Colorado, my 
own State of Connecticut, Florida, Illi
nois, Indiana, Kansas, Massachusetts, 
Maryland, New Jersey, New York, Min
nesota, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Virginia, 
Vermont, Washington. 

. I beUeve they are also· of general con
cern to the people of the United States. 
Fitted together, they provide a priceless 
example of how gullible persons can be 
misled into serving as victims for a cheap 
Communist shakedown. I believe part 
of the responsibility for this situation 
lies with certain self-misguided liberal 
editors, who, in their blind fury, rush to 
the defense of anyone and everyone who 
receives a subpena from the Subcommit
tee on Internal Security. 'The victims in 

. this case are 7,000 students who have 
given their support to something that 
calls itself the Fair Play for Cuba Com
mittee. · 

Months ago, the subcommittee pub
lished testimony making clear that the 
so-called Fair Play for Cuba Committee 
was a ·fraud set up under .the auspices of 
a concealed agent of Fidel Castro. 
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Nevertheless, according to testimony of 
Richard Gibson, the acting executive 
secretary, before the subcommittee last 
Tuesday, May 16, the Fair Play for Cuba 
Committee has chapters located at 
Antioch, University of California, City 
College of New York, Stanford, Colum
bia, University of Colorado, Brooklyn, 
Queens, Cornell, UCLA, Fisk, Los An
geles City College, University of Min
nesota, Carleton College, University of 
Indiana, Yale, University of Virginia, 
Oberlin, Brandeis, Harvard, University of 
Washington, University of Michigan, 
Wayne, Brown, Massachusetts Institute 
of Technology, St. John's, Boston Uni
versity, ·university of Ohio, Grinnell, 
Tufts, Bennington, Goddard, University 
of Kansas, Reed College. The commit- ' 
tee also has what it calls adult chapters 
in Los Angeles, Calif.; San Francisco, 
Calif.; Tampa, Fla.; Detroit, Mich.; Chi
cago, Ill.; Philadelphia, Pa.; Baltimore, 
Md.; Palo Alto, Calif.; and New York 
City. 

Other chapters are located in Wash
ington, D.C., Newark, Boston, New 
Haven, Denver, Clevehmd, Seattle, San 
Diego, Hartford, Lynn, Mass., Santa 
Clara, Calif., Brooklyn, Queens, Bergen 
County, N.J. 

On Thursday, May 18, an excellent edi
torial entitled "For Exposure's Sake" ap
peared in the Washington Evening Star. 
I will read it to Senators: · 

It is said that a congressional investigat
ing committee "has no right to expose for 
exposure's sake." Generally, this makes 
sense. For an investigating committee is 
supposed to be seeking facts for purposes of 
possible legislation. It is not supposed to 
use its authority to embarrass and humiliate 
an unoffending citizen. 

There are exceptions, however, to all gen
eralities. And this week's quizzing by the 
Senate Internal Security Subcommittee of a 
representative of the Fair Play for Cuba 
Committee is one of them. 

The Senate group had before it one, 
Richard Gibson, acting executive secretary 
of the committee. He told a remarkable 
story. 

This Fair Play Committee claims to repre
sent 7,000 people in the United States and 
Canada. It has 23 chapters and 37 student 
counclls in the United States. Mr. Gibson, 
one of two people authorized to write checks 
on the committee's bank account, testified 
that he had never asked where the money 
came from. Why? So he couldn't be forced 
to reveal the names of contributors. His 
committee, he said, kept no membership list, 
using, instead, a general mailing list. Again, 
we suppose, to avoid having to disclose the 
names of members. Finally, Mr. Gibson said 
he didn't know that his committee's execu
tive secretary, who is now in Cuba, was sen
tenced in Ohio in 1939 to serve up to 30 
years in jail for armed robbery, auto theft, 
and kidnaping. 

We assume that the Senate subcommittee, 
in eliciting this testimony, had some legis
lative purpose in mind. But it doesn't mat
ter very much. The point is that the Fair 
Play for Cuba Committee, on the basis of 
Mr. Gibson's testimony, ought to be exposed 
for what it is. The dupes who belong to it 
and who contribute to it, assuming that 
they are dupes, ought to know what they 
have been conned into. And if this comes 
within the sweep of "exposure for exposure's 
sake," we are all for it. 

To begin with, the Star correctly as
sumes that we had a legislative purpose 
in mind when we sought facts about the 

. . 
Cuba committee. On this floor, I have 

· kept Senators continl:lously informed 
about the committee. Our legislative 
purpose was stated three times at the 
hearing last Tuesday. At page 211 of 
the hearing transcript, I am quoted as 
follows: 

There has been evidence before this com
mittee, sworn testimony, that advertisements 
were placed in the newspapers with funds 
supplied by Castro. 

If your agency is not registered under the 
Foreign Agents Registration Act, this com
mittee is interested, and we shall suggest 
to the Attorney General that he may be 
interested. 

The following appears on page 225 of 
the transcript, quoting Subcommittee 
Counsel Sourwine: 

There is evidence before this committee. 
·that the Fair Play for Cuba Committee is a 
foreign-sponsored propaganda · organization. 
There is also evidence that it is supported 
and encouraged by the Communist Party, 
U.S.A. We want to know as much as we can 
about its activities for the purpose of deter
mining the extent that it threatens the 
security of this country and what, if any, 
legislative action can be taken to meet that 
threat. 

Mr. Sourwine commented further at 
page 281: 

This committee has developed that the 
Fair Play for Cuba Committee has thousands 
of dollars in finances in deposits, and with
drawals of large amounts have been made 
subject only to the control of this witness 
and Mr. Taber; that American citizens, in
cluding college youth, are being asked to 
contribute to this organization. 

It is a perfectly proper legislative purpose 
for the committee to consider whether there 
is a situation here which could be met by 

· recommendations for legislation to govern 
such organizations so as to give assurance 
of a sounder or at least a tighter financial 
control in cases where the public is involved. 

The founder of the committee, Rob
ert Taber, is now in Cuba. He was sen
tenced ·in Ohio in 1939 to serve up to 
30. years in jail for armed robbery, auto 
theft, and kidnaping. 

He was a newswriter for the Columbia 
Broadcasting System. An article by 
him in Nation magazine in January of 
1960 was the instrument which brought 
the Cuba committee into existence, 
Needless to say, it was a whitewash of 
Fidel Castro. It extolled the alleged so
cial gains of the Cuba revolution and it 
pooh-poohed the clear facts about Mos
cow's dominating influence in Havana. 

When we called him to the witness 
stand last year, Taber denied that the 
committee used funds supplied by Cas
tro representatives. When we later de
veloped proof that there was Castro 
money in this alleged fairplay operation, 
.he was gone. 

But he can still draw checks against 
the committee's account made up of 
funds contributed at least in part by 
gullible youngsters on America's cam
puses. 

our hearing developed the fact that 
he had taken at least $19,000 ·from the 
committee's account in · one single with
drawal. 

· There is also more to be said about the 
man he left behind him, Richard Gibsoi:l. 

For many years, Mr. President, we 
have heard a good deal about .athletic 

bums, who hop from campus to campus, 
season after season. It is time we be
gan hearing about Communist front 
bums, who do the same kind of hopping. 

Richard Gibson is a Communist front 
bum. Our record shows that he was a 
freshman at Kenyon College 12 years 
ago. He vanished just before the end 
of the spring term, leaving behind him 
a tuition bill of $579, which has never 
been paid. Regardless of this, he got 
a John Hay Whitney fellowship a year 
later to study in Rome. 

Five years later, a GI grant sent him 
to the University of Paris, the Sorbonne. 
Today, he is a graduate student at Co
lumbia University, at the expense of his 
former employer, CBS. 

Columbia Is the operating base, from 
which he operates the fairplay racket. 
He went to Canada, in his role of Fidel's 
Typhoid 'Mary, to solidify a fraternal 
connection with Canadian undergradu
ates. He helped start the committee 
chapter on the Columbia campus and is 
president of the New York chapter. He 
has thrown the weight of his organiza
tion behind what he describes as a "very 
brilliant book by a Columbia University 
professor, C. Wright Mills." The book 
is entitled "Listen Yankee." 

It excoriates the American position in 
Cuba and glorifies Moscow's Fidel. 
Needless to say, the Communist press is 
equa.lly overjoyed at this ''very brilliant 
book by a Columbia University pro
fessor." 

Our hearing also developed that the 
Cuba committee has refused to register 
under the Alien Registration Act. The 
committee, in its own Publications, has 
boasted about mass demonstrations it 

· organized outside the United Nations and 
in Union Square. 

How was it possible for this group of 
Red racketeers to solic.it funds and to 
organize demonstrations after the initial 
facts about Taber's concealment of Cas
tro's hand in his committee appeared in 
some newspapers? 

I believe this can be laid at the door 
.of the liberal publications that spent so 
much time furiously assaulting the Sub
committee on In,ternal Security that 
they overlooked the truth about this 
specious Fair Play for Cuba outfit. 

There are many of these, Mr. Presi
dent. The most flagrant of all is the 
eminently respectable Harper's maga
zine, for the falsehoods it circulated in 
collaboration with a certain Kenneth 
Tynan. 

Tynan, dramatic critic for the London 
Observer and guest critic for the New 
Yorker magazine, another eminently re
spectable publication, signed the New 
York Times advertisement which was the 
kickoff for the CUba committee's ac
tivity. 

He was called into executive session 
by the subcommittee when he began 
looking into · the shenanigans of this 
Fidel-financed group. Tynan wrote an 
article for the October 1960 issue of 
Harper's, which purported to tell what 
happened in this executive session. 

His account of what happened in the 
session may be accurately described as a 
double-barreled lie. Harper's lent the 
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full weight of its prestige to this lie. Ac
cording to him, here is what took place: 

Had I receiv.ed money for signing the [Fair 
Play for Cuba] ad? 

No. 
Was it paid for by Cuban gold? 
No. 

The record of the hearing shows that 
Kenneth Tynan was not asked either of 
these questions and consequently he gave 
neither of the answers. Obviously the 
Fair Play for Cuba Committee needed to 
have something like this said about it 
under respectable auspices, so Mr. Tynan 
took care .of its needs. It was unfortu
nate for him that the committee ran 
across another witness, who swore that 
the ad was paid for with CUban money. 

But it is even more unfortunate, Mr. 
President, for the gulls who fell in be
hind Harper's, the Nation, and a whole 
string of liberal newspapers across the 
Nation. These were so determined to 
give the Subcommittee on Internal Secu
rity a black eye, that they gave the Fair 
Play for Cuba Committee a clean bill of 
health. · 
. More than all others, Mr. President, 
they have an obligation to begin to tell 
the truth about what this Red shake
down racket really is. 

LAWLESSNESS IN ALABAMA 
Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, the 

ugly passions which have distorted rea
son and law in some cities in Alabama 
have given birth to a violence resulting 
in most serious damage to our great 
Nation-not only here at home but 
throughout the world. 

I call particular attention to the brutal 
attack upon John Seigenthaler, a fellow 
Tennessean and outstanding former 
newspaperman, who was sent by the 
President and the Attorney General to 
the area to seek facts about the protec
tion of citizens who were exercising their 
constitutional rights in a peaceful man
ner. 
. Caught up suddenly in the violence, 
Mr. Seigenthaler courageously sought, as 
any honorable citizen would, to protect 
a young woman from attack and was 
struck down from behind by a coward's 
blow. Fortunately, Mr. Seigenthaler is 
recovering from his injuries and will be 
able to continue contributing his valu
able talents to the important post that 
he holds as special assistant to the At
torney General. 

I call attention to the tragic case of 
Mr. Seigenthaler because it represents 
all that is reprehensible about the un
checked lawlessness which has led to 
senseless injury of many other citizens 
who deserved protection from violence, 
regardless of issues argued by either side 
in the situation. 

Mr. President, I suggest that some of 
the local officials of Alabama have been 
negligent of their obligations to control 
brutality brought about by hotheaded 
lawlessness. I submit that these officials, 
also by their failure to move quickly and 
effectively with the local enforcement 
facilities at their disposal, have turned 
their backs on their responsibilities. 

Mr. President, much as we regret the 
need for using U.S. marshals to protect 

the rightS of people and to· prevent vio
lence; it seems tO me that the Attorney 
General· had no alternative in this in
stance. He is to be commended for tak
ing t~is necessary step. 

Our Nation and our people will not be 
able to count, today. the depth of the 
damage that has been done the cause of 
f~~e·dom thrqughout the world by these 
days of shame that have occurred in 
Alabama. 

I pray that those who have inflicted 
this damage, those who have condoned 
it, and those who have turned their backs 
upon it will seek forgiveness in their 
souls. I hope sincerely that strength 
and steadfastness will continue to sup
port those who have deplored this trag
edy and who have sought and are still 
seeking to establish law and order where 
a .mob has run rampant and struck 
bloody blows at individual freedom. 

TRIDUTE TO THE SECRETARY OF 
THE INTERIOR 

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, the 
strength and vigor with which Secretary 
of the Interior Stewart Udall is attack
ing his job as Secretary of the Interior 
is well characterized in the article which 
appeared recently in the Deseret News 
and Telegram, one of the West's most 
influential newspapers. 
· Easterners may look upon Mr. Udall 
at the moment as the stormy petrel of 
the Kennedy administration, but to the 
West the strong wind he is blowing up 
abOut our long-neglected natural re
source development is as welcome as 
rain in August. His recent hike up into 
Utah's Rainbow Bridge country to see 
for himself this spectacular corner of 
Utah, his announced plans to expand 
and preserve it, his efforts to move along 
at a more rapid pace our crucial water 
development projects, his program to 
conserve our public lands, and his ob
vious intention to help us to make the 
most of every natural resource we have, 
have already earned him the respect and 
gratitude of the citizens of Utah. We 
are confident he will "make his mark." 

I ask unanimous consent to ·place in 
the RECORD the article on Secretary 
Udall published by the Deseret News as 
a well-illustrated spread on May 13, and 
written by Louis Cassels of United Press 
International. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
STEWART LEE UDALL: THE YoUNG CURMUDG

EON-MAN IH A HURRY WHO LOVES HIS 
WORK 

(By Louis Cassels) 
WASHINGTON .-Stewart Lee Udall, the 

"young curmudgeon" of the Kennedy ad
ministration, has at least four notable ac
complishments to his credit since he took 
office as Secretary of the Interior. 

Serving in what is normally a rather ob
scure post, the 41-year-old ex-Congressman 
from Arizona has reaped more newspaper 
headlines than any other member of the 
Kennedy cabinet. 

He has demonstrated an unusual abllity 
to draw howls of rage from Republicans-
and sometimes from his fellow Democrats-
in Congress. 

He has shocked this blase capital by say
ing out loud what is widely believed 

but seldom acknowledged-that "there are 
times when you have to be ruthless in poli-
tics." · · 

Finally, along the way, he has attracted 
public attention to the urgent and often 
neglected problem . of conserving America's 
natural resources, particularly its disappear-
ing wilderness areas. . . 

The Washington judgment on Udall is 
that he is likely to be the most controver
sial Secretary of Interior since the late 
Harold L. Ickes, the self-styled "old cur
mudgeon" of the Franklin D. Roosevelt 
Cabinet. 

At. times the 41-year-old Udall appears 
to be consciously emulating the "old cur
mudgeon." Ickes once · created a pational 
sensation by inviting Negro soprano' Marian 
Anderson to sing from the steps of the Lin
coln Memorial after she had been barred 
from giving a concert in the D~'s Consti
tution Hall. Udall has stirred up a similar 
storm by serving notice on the Washington 
Redskins pro football team that it will have 
to hire some Negro players 1! it expects to 
1,1Se the new stadium being built on Gov
ernment land here. 

Ickes' truculent spirit pervades the very 
room in which Udall works. The Interior 
Department Building was erected while Ickes 
was feuding with Postmaster General James 
~· Farley. Ickes gave the architects explicit 
orders to make his office bigger than Far
ley's. As a result, every Secretary of the 
Interior since Ickes has worked in a mam
moth, paneled room which is almost as big as 
a basketball court. 

Udall submitted, more or less restively, to 
an interview in this cavernous chamber. He 
is chronically late for appointments, and in 
an effort to keep up with his schedule, he 
sometimes tries to carry on conversations 
with visitors while sneaking in a few quick 
glances at correspondence or reports lying 
on his desk. 

Udall is not given to small talk or levity, 
especially when he is in a hurry, which ap
parently he nearly always is. He may break 
into a hearty guffaw over a political joke, 
but his face is usually fixed in a fairly 
griin expression. He has dark, crewcut 
hair, a hawk nose, and the athletic build 
(5 feet, 11 inches, 180 pounds) of a prize
fighter. 

But if you steer him onto his favorite sub
Ject-the outdoors--he begins to sound more 
like a poet. He grew up in the wide open 
spaces of Arizona, and he has retained an 
almost mystical passion for nature in its un
spoiled state. 

His greatest concern is that Americans wm 
do too little, too late, to preserve their fast
dwindling heritage of majestic streams and 
forests. 

"This is the most urgent problem in the 
whole field of natural resources," he said 
with conviction. "The glory of America has 
always been its green face • • • its spa
ciousness. The whole character of the 
American people has been shaped by living 
on a virgin continent where men could test 
themselves against the wilderness. 

"But our land is changing before our eyes. 
The bulldozers are eating away the last re
maining wild areas in the East, and even in 
the West rapid population growth is exerting 
pressure on the open spaces." 

Udall considers it disgraceful that only 
92,000 acres of land were added to the na
tion~! parks system under Presidents Tru
man and Eisenhower. He wants President 
Kennedy to go into the history books as the 
greatest conservationist since Woodrow Wil
son, who added 5.5 million acres to the park 
system. He is particularly anxious to ac
quire more parklands in the East, where 
most of the Nation's people live. The vast 
majority of present parks are in the West, 
far from centers of population. 

As a starter, he is pressing for congres
sional actlo,n on long stalled legislation to 
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preserve 3 of the 8 or 10 U.S. shore
lines which have not yet been taken over 
by the commercial resort developers. The 
proposed national seashores are located at 
Cape Code, Mass., Padre Island, Tex., and 
Oregon Dunes, Oreg, 

Another project dear to his heart is de
velopment of the Delaware River Basin to 
create a vast manmade lake in the Catskill 
Mountains, within 2 hours' driving time of 
New York and Philadelphia.. 

"We have got to move fast" on these proj
ects, he said earnestly. "It will never get 
any cheaper. In many areas, land prices are 
doubling every 10 years." · 

Udall's Department is possibly the least 
understood in the Government, partly be
cause its name-Interior-means nothing to 
the average citizen. It might more accu
rately be described _ as "The Department of 
Natural Resources." 

Its major functions include managing 
about 500 million acres of land, mostly in the 
West, which are still in the public domain; 
providing irrigation for nearly 8 million 
acres of reclaimed land, also in the West; 
building and operating hydroelectric sys
tems which now generate 6 million kilo
watts of power; fostering the economic health 
of mineral extraction industries, including 
such chronic invalids as coal, lead, and zinc; 
promoting mine safety; protecting fish and 
wildlife; conducting geological surveys; oper
ating a railroad in Alaska; and looking out 
for the welfare of 400,000 American Indians 
and Eskimos who are wards of the Federal 
Government. 

Nearly one-fourth of the Nation's Indians 
live within the Arizona Congressional Dis
trict which Udall formerly represented, and 
he is a militant champion of their interests. 
He thinks it is a national scandal that the 
living standards on many Indian reservations 
are as low as those of any nation in Asia or 
Africa, and that it is past time for the United 
States to launch a sort of domestic point 4 
program for economic development of In
dian reservations. 

Udall's forebears were rugged Mormon 
pioneers who settled in Arizona before the 
Civil War. 

He was born January 31, 1920, in St. Johns, 
Ariz. , a town founded by his grandfather. 
There are almost as many Udalls as Indians 
in Arizona., and most of them are prominent 
in the business and political life of the 
State. His father was Levi S. Udall, chief 
justice of the Arizona Supreme Court. 

Washington is getting another Udall
Stewart's brother, Morris, who won the Ari
zona election last week to replace the Interior 
Secretary in the House. 

Udall's love for the outdoors goes back to 
his boyhood, when "you could stand on the 
front steps of my home and shoot ducks." 

After graduating from high school, he went 
to Pennsylvania to put in the 2 years of 
volunteer service as a missionary which is 
performed by many young men in the Mor
mon Church. 

When the United States entered World 
War II, he signed up for bombardier training 
in the Air Force, but washed out of cadet 
school, and became an enlisted gunner. As 
a technical sergeant, he made 50 missions 
over Western Europe in B-24 Liberators. 

After the war, he went to the University 
of Arizona, where he played guard on a 
basketball team which was good enough to 
make the National Invitational Tournament 
in Madison Square Garden. 

He still likes basketball. During a recent 
mine inspection tour of West Virginia, he 
spotted a group of kids playing basketball 
on a. crude homemade court. He ordered his 
driver to stop, leaped out of the car, and 
sank three baskets in a. row. 

He graduated from the university in 1948 
with a. law degree and a wife, a blonde coed 
named Erma.lee Webb, whom he married dur-

ing his senior year. After a few years oi: 
private law practice with a family firm, he 
was elected to Congress in 1954. 

He was known in Congress as an able 
member of the "Western liberal bloc." He · 
served on the House Interior Committee, 
where he got a. thorough grounding in the 
problems of the Department he now heads, 
and also on the Labor Committee, where he 
had the opportunity of working closely with 
Senator John F. Kennedy on passage of a 
moderate union reform bill. 

His relationship with Mr. Kennedy was 
cemented during the 1960 campaign for the 
Democratic presidential nomination, when 
Udall swung to Kennedy the 17 Arizona con
vention votes which were supposed to be in 
Lyndon B. Johnson's bag. 

Udall clearly enjoys the power and respon
sibility of his new job, but he does not 
seem to be greatly interested in the status 
symbols and personal perquisites of Cabi
net office. His private life has undergone 
little change since his days of Congress, 
and he still is more at home driving his 
own station wagon than sitting in the back 
seat of a chauffeur-driven limousine. 

He lives with his wife, six children, two 
dogs and a. badly outnumbered cat in a. mod
est house in suburban Virginia. The whole 
family is outdoors-minded. Udall sometimes 
packs the entire menage, including dogs and 
cat, into the family station wagon for a drive 
across the continent to the open spaces of 
Arizona. 

He keeps in trim for this and other chal
lenges by doing a lot of hiking and playing 
paddle ball in the congressional gymnasium 
several times a week. He does not smoke. 

Like President Kennedy and nearly every
one else in th" New Frontier, he is an omniv
orous reader, and especially likes the poetry 
of Robert Frost. 

After a recent visit to Capitol Hill to tes
tify on a pending park bill, Udall strode 
down a corridor, his right hand clutching 
the yellow memo pad on which he jots down 
ideas and things to do as they occur to him, 
and a pack of harried Interior Department 
underlings at his heels. He looked like a 
young man in a hurry, and the spectacle 
caused an old Washington hand to muse 
aloud: 

"That fellow is either going tO make a 
mark for himself-or get a bloody nose." 
He might, like honest Harold Ickes, do both. 

STRAIGHTFORWARD SCHOOL AID 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, 

yesterday there appeared in the New 
York Times an editorial entitled 
"Straightforward School Aid." I wish 
to associate myself with the views ex
pressed in the editorial. It relates to 
the action taken yesterday by the Sen
ate, when it rejected the Bush amend
ment; and the editorial also refers to 
the importance of the passage of this 
school bill without the adoption of 
amendments which would bog it down 
or would limit the possibility of its en
actment. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
editorial be printed at this point in the 
RECORD, in connection with my remarks. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

STRAIGHTFORWARD SCHOOL Am 
In a determined effort to pass a straight

forward bill to aid the public elementary 
and secondary schools, the Senate's Dem
ocratic leadership yesterday opposed segre
gation or antisegregation amendments of any 
kind. 

This move was essential. It dispelled 
lingering suspicions that administration 
spokesmen last week, in an effort to save the 
faces of southerners who wanted to reverse 
their earlier opposition to school aid, had 
actually encouraged the introduction of a 
rider prohibiting the Government from 
withholding funds from segregated schools. 

Now the administration's stand is again 
clear, as it should have been throughout. 
The issue is Federal aid to the schools to 
help them build classrooms and pay teachers. 
Desegregation can and must be tackled sep
arately under the rulings of the U.S. Supreme 
Court. 

As for appeasing the South, the irony of 
such political counsel is evident to those 
who know that the Southern States need 
Federal aid most urgently. Since they are to 
be the principal beneficiaries, it ought not be 
too much to ask them to refrain from pollut
ing the bill with their prejudices. 

Whatever debate remains ought to be con
fined to perfecting the mechanics of the 
measure, including the distribution formula. 
We continue to believe that funds should be 
allocated according to the number of chil
dren actually attending public schools and 
not, as is now contemplated, according to 
the number of school-age children (private 
as well as public) in each State. 

But aside from efforts to improve details 
of the bill, such amendments as Senator 
PRESC<Yr.r BusH'~ civil rights proposal anp 
Senator BARRY GOLDWATER'S attempt to rein
troduce the parochial school controversy 
would, if successful, result not in amending 
the measure but in killing it. The Senate 
task now is to· defeat these antiaid maneu
vers and to pass a simple, basic bill to help 
the public schools. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
METCALF in the chair) . Is there further 
morning business? If not, morning 
business is closed. 

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING 
SENATE SESSION 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Subcom
mittee on Constitutional Amendments of 
the Committee on the Judiciary be al
lowed to meet today while the Senate is 
in session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Oregon? 

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, it has 
been the policy for the last week or so, 
since the debate on the Federal aid to 
education bill started, to refuse permis
sion to all committees to hold meetings 
during the sessions of the Senate. It is 
with great regret I express objection at 
this time to the request of the Senator 
from Oregon. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec
tion is heard. 

SCHOOL ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1961 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I move 
that the unfinished business be laid be
fore the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be stated by title for the informa
tion of the Senate. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (S. 
1021) to authorize a program of Federal 
financial assistance for education. 

The PRESIDING OFPICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from Oregon. 
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The motion was agreed to; and the 

Senate resumed the consideration of the 
bill. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum, and I ask 
unanimous consent that the time nec
essary for the call of the roll not be 
charged to either side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Oregon? The Chair hears none, 
and it is so ordered. The clerk will call 
the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I have 
been requested to interpose an objection 
to the unanimous-consent request, so 
I hereby object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec
tion is heard. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr.· President, I ask my 
friend if this means there will be a live 
quorum. I hope the Sergeant at Arms 
will be notified I may put him to work. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will continue the call of the roll. 

The legislative clerk resumed the call 
of the roll. 

Mr. MORSE. · Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, I yield . 
myself 15 minutes. 

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING 
SENATE SESSION 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Vermont yield to me so 
that I may make two unanimous-consent 
requests? , 

Mr. PROUTY. I yield. 
Mr. MORSE. I ask unanimous con

sent that the Senate Committee on In
ternal Security be permitted ~ sit during 
the session of the Senate today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, in 
k~eping with the announcement previ
ously made this morning, the Senator 
from Nebraska objects. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Subcommit
tee on Public Lands of the Senate Com
mittee on :rn.terior and Insular Ailairs 
be permitted to sit during the session of 
the Senate today. 

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I make 
the same objection, for the same reason. 

SCHOOL ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1961 
The Senate resumed the consideration 

of the bill <S. 1021 > to authorize a pro
gram of Federal financial assistance for 
education. . 

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, through 
inadvertence yesterday ·I called up my 
amendme:p.t B instead of my amendment. 
F. Therefore I should explain that 
amendment F ~sin confor~ity with the 
mimeographed statements that hay~ 

been placed on the desks of Senators, 
and I · ask unanimous consent at this 
time to substitute my amendment F 
for my amendment B. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, I ob
ject. 

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, I offer 
an amendment which I send to the desk 
and ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment of the Senator from Ver
mont will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. In lieu of the 
amendment proposed to be offered, 5-18-
16-B, it is proposed to insert the fol
lowing: 

On page 2, line 7, strike out "and". 
On page 2, line 8, before the period insert 

a comma and the following: "and in paying 
other costs of providing public elementary 
and secondary education". 

On page 11, line 23, strike out "shall" and 
insert in lieu. thereof "may". 

On page 13, line 22, strike out "and". 
On page 13, line 23, before the semicolon 

insert: "and (C) other costs of providing 
public elementary and secondary education". 

On page 13, line 25, strike out "either 
of". 

On page 14, line 11, strike out "and". 
On page 14, line 16, before the period in

sert "and (C) the amounts to be used for 
other costs of providing public elementary 
and secondary education will be allocated 
so that preference is given to local educa
tion agencies which, in the judgment of the 
State education agency, have the greatest 
need for assistance in paying such costs". 

On page 22, between lines 10 and 11, in
sert the following: 

"(12) The term 'other costs of providing 
public elementary and secondary education' 
means any maintenance and operating cost 
of public elementary or secondary school 
education for which revenues derived from 
State or local sources may be expended in 
such State." 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, a . par
liameri tary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. BUTLER. What is the parlia
mentary situation? Has the Senator 
withdrawn his amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Vermont has offered a sub
stitute for the amendment previously 
offered. 

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, the 
amendment which I now offer and the 
amendment which I offered yesterday 
are similar in nature. The only differ
ence is that the amendment which I of
fered unintentionally yesterday provided 
for an authorization of money for debt 
retirement and other capital expendi~ 
tures. The present amendment would 
limit the expenditure of funds purely 
and simply to operation and mainte~ 
nance expenses. That amendment is the 
one that I 1ntended to offer yesterday. 
Since the Senator from Maryland has re~ 
fused to allow me to substitute the 
amendent, I have offered it now. 

Mr. BUTLER. I say to .the -Senator 
from Vermont that I have no regret. 

The · P.RESIE>ING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Vermont has the floor. 

Mr. PR0UTY. Mr. President, the 
main' provision in S. i021 as presently 

drafted restricts the use of Federal funds 
to public school teachers' salaries and 
construction of public school facilities. 

I heartily agree with the Council of 
Chief State School Officers that this 
leaves less freedom of choice than is 
desirable. 

In November 1960, in annual meet
ing assembled, the Council voted by a 
three-to-one margin in favor of includ
ing teachers' salaries in Federal aid leg
islation, but voted 100 percent in favor 
of including current expenses. A part 
of the text of the Council's resolution 
reads as follows. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield so that we might be clear 
as to exactly the amendment now be
ing considered? 

Mr. PROUTY. I yield. 
Mr. MORSE. The Senator has 

amended his original amendment so that 
at the present time we are now consid
ering the Prouty amendment which is 
identified on our desks as amendment B? 

Mr. PROUTY. Amendment F. 
Mr. MORSE. Amendment F. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator has offered a modification of 
amendment B. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, a parlia
mentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. MORSE. The Senator from Ver
mont has offered the amendment iden
tified on our desks as amendment F as 
a substitute for his previously offered 
amendment identified as amendment B. 
Is that the parliamentary situation? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator is correct. 

Mr. PROUTY. I wish to emphasize 
that point. 

I repeat, the Council of Chief State 
School Officers in November 1960, adopt
ed a resolution a part of which reads as 
follows: 

The State should be free to choose the pro- · 
portions in which they will use the Federal 
grants for school construction, capital debt 
requirement, or current expenses in the 
maintenance and operation of schools. 

During the hearings held by the Senate 
Education Subcommittee, State officials 
made it unmistakably clear that they 
need more freedom. than is permitted by 
the administration bill. Not only did Dr. 
Edgar Fuller speak for these officials, he 
presented to the subcommittee telegrams 
he had received from all regions of the 
country asking Congress to give the 
States flexibility in spending grant 
money. 

The committee reported measure does 
not allow . expenditures for textbooks, 
transportation, utility costs, and other 
areas important to the local people who 
have to run our schools and to the stu
dents themselves. 

Permitting States to use Federal funds 
only for school construction and teach
ers·· salaries is not giving them full free
dom of choice by any means. 

Let us listen for a moment to what the 
people back home say they want in an 
education bill. I shall begin with the 
State of Alabama. In a telegram dated 
March 7, which may be found on page 
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304 of the printed hearings, Frank Stew
art, Alabama's State superintendent of 
education, objected to the provision in 
the administration bill which would force 
States to spend 10 percent of their al
lotted funds on pilot and experimental 
projects regardless of their overall prob
lems. He asked that this mandatory pro
vision be made permissive. 

When the Arizona State superintend
ent of public instruction learned that I 
planned to o:tfer an amendment which 
would give the States the liberty to spend 
Federal grants for not only school con
struction and teachers' salaries but other 
current expenses, he wired me stating: 

Proposal as explained would be in the in
terest of Arizona. Current expenses should 
be included. 

A. W. Ford, Arkansas commissioner of 
education, believes very strongly that 
States should be given more freedom of 
choice and be allowed to expend Federal 
moneys for current expenses. On page 
11 of the Senate hearings he is quoted 
as saying: 

I concur wholeheartedly in this recom
mendation and recommend that S. 1021 
make provision for these expenditures at 
the option of .the State boards of education. 

Colorado also made its voice heard on 
the need for flexibility in the school aid 
bill. On page 405 of the hearings, Craig 
P. Minear of the State Teachers Associa
tion is quoted as saying: 

Let me emphasize that legislation pro
viding Federal assistance for school con
struction only would be of little help in 
Colorado. • • • The only Federal legisla
tion which would give help to Colorado 
would be legislation which would allow our 
State to decide how much should be spent 
on buildings and how much on teachers' 
salaries or other school costs. 

William J. Sanders, Connecticut com
missioner of education, has indicated full 
support for the freedom-of-choice 
amendment I am proposing. In a tele
gram to me dated May 15, he said: 

Proposed amendment removing restric
tion of Federal funds to salaries and con
struction would be much better for Con
necticut. 

Delaware feels that its people know 
more about Delaware problems than the 
Federal Government does and the reac
tion of the State to my amendment is 
one of complete support. In a wire to 
me dated May 15, George R. Miller, Del
aware superintendent of the department 
of public instruction, stated: 

I agree that greater freedom of choice in 
the use of Federal funds to public schools 
would be a benefit to the State of Dela
ware. 

The State of Florida, which has long 
adhered to the principle of States rights, 
did not deviate from its traditional pat
tern on this education bill. Thomas D. 
Bailey, as appears on page 312 of the 
Senate hearings, brings sharply to focus 
the lack of :flexibility in the administra
tion bill. He said: 

Section 110 ignores maintenance, trans
portation, textbooks, and other essential 
areas of expenditure necessary for overall 
improvement of education. 

The State superintendent of schools 
for the State of Georgia, Claude Pur-

cell, called to my attention the fact that 
the Georgia House of Representatives 
passed resolutions favoring increased 
Federal support, provided funds can be 
received and spent as State funds. In 
other words, Georgia, too, wants a 
greater freedom of choice. 

Hawaii, the newly admitted 50th 
State, is not unmindful of the impor
tance of having State and local educators 
decide in what areas moneys should be 
expended and for what needs. William 
F. Quinn, Governor of Hawaii, and 
Walter M. Gordon, superintendent of 
public instruction, cabled me as follows: 

We believe in maximum flexibility in ad
ministering Federal aid to education and 
endorse your amendment . 

The great State of Idaho wants to be 
recorded in favor of the freedom-of
choice amendment. D. F. Engelking, 
Idaho superintendent of public instruc
tion, declared in a wire to me dated 
May 12: 

The State of Idaho is very desirous of 
Federal aid for teachers' salaries and/ or 
construction and/ or other current expenses. 
We concur with your ideas. We appreciate 
the opportunity to express our views. 

The State of Maine wants more liberty 
in handling Federal funds. It dislikes 
the provision in the administration 
school aid bill which requires States to 
spend 10 percent of their allotment for 
special projects. Warren G. Hill, com
missioner of education for the State of 
Maine, urges that the provision relating 
to special projects be permissive rather 
than mandatory. 

My amendment would, of course, give 
the States the discretion they seek. 

Minnesota is far removed from Maine, 
but shares a similar view with respect to 
the mandatory provision which requires 
the States to spend 10 percent of their 
money on research and special projects. 
Dean Schweickard, Minnesota commis
sioner of education, had this to say about 
the inflexible 10 percent requirement: 

Ten percent of State allotment to be 
spent on research at the local level is com
mendable, perhaps too high. 

The Mississippi State superintendent 
of public education, J. M. Tubb, favors 
school aid legislation, but make$ it very 
clear that he does not want the hands of 
the State· tied by Federal requirements. 
In a telegram to me dated May 13, Mr. 
Tubb said: 

Favor legislation that includes teachers' 
salaries and construction of public school 
facilities; however, would not object to it 
covering other items of school expense pro
vided it is done without undue restrictions. 

The chief school officer of the State of 
Missouri, Hubert Wheeler, indicated his 
support of education legislation but he, 
too, dislikes the mandatory provisions in 
the bill dealing with special projects. On 
page 315 of the Senate hearings he is 
quoted as saying: 
· Ten percent fQr special projects seems too 
great. 

My neighboring State of New Hamp
shire favors the freedom-of-choice 
amendment which I am proposing. In a 
wire to me· dated May 16 New Hampshire 

Commissioner of Education Charles F. 
Ritch, Jr., made this observation: 

Agree with you wholeheartedly. General 
aid to States for education is better than 
categorical aid. I support the concept you 
propose in your amendment to the adminis
tration school a id bill. 

The New Mexico superintendent of 
public instruction, Tom Wiley, endorses 
wholeheartedly my freedom-of-choice 
amendment. In a telegram to me dated 
May 12, he said: 

Your proposed amendment would be to our 
interest. We are, also, concerned about dele
tion of funds earmarked for research and 
administration, both of which are important 
to States such as New Mexico. Your efforts 
are deeply appreciated. 

New York, like other States in the 
north, south, east, and west, also wants 
freedom of action when it comes to solv
ing educational problems with Federal 
help. New York deputy commissioner 
of education, E. B. Nyquist, indicated 
full support of my amendment. His 
message is as follows: 

Our position on Federal aid is that the 
funds should be as general and as unre
stricted as possible. Therefore, we would 
favor your proposal for amendment for in
creased freedom of choice for use of Fed
eral funds in order to meet the different 
needs in t he several States. 

Oregon, the home State of my distin
guished colleague on the Labor Commit
tee and floor manager of the bill, has 
expressed support of my freedom -of
choice amendment. In a wire to me dat
ed May 12 the Oregon superintendent of 
public instruction, Leon P. Minear, had 
this to say: 

Agree wholeheartedly with your proposal 
to broaden school aid provisions. 

·Michael P. Walsh, commissioner of 
education for the State of Rhode Island, 
acknowledges the need for State flexibil
ity and indicates approval of my amend
ment with the following caution: 

If you feel this amendment would in no 
way interfere with the bill 's progress, I 
would concur. 

The State of South Dakota favors the 
freedom-of-choice amendment which I 
have proposed. M. F. Coddington, South 
Dakota State superintendent of educa
tion, said in a wire to me dated May 15: 

Favor your amendment for the State to 
allocate Federal aid for capital outlay for 
operation and m aintenance. 

I have been in touch by telephone 
with John Holden, Vermont's commis
sioner of education, and he has assured 
me that Vermont wants no unnecessary 
restrictions and would like the privilege 
of determining where and how Federal 
funds should be expended for elemen
tary and secondary education. 

Apparently this view is shared by the 
Vermont Education Association, because 
I received a telegram from the associa
tion which remarks: 

Vermont needs Federal support of educa
tion with the State itself determining how 
such funds should be expended. 

The great State of West Virginia, 
which my able committee colleague rep
resents, is not entirely satisfied with the 
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limited flexibility provided by the com
mittee reported school aid bill. Rex M : 
Smith, West Virginia State superintend
ent of schools, is quoted in the hearings 
as saying: 

Suggest that Federal grants be made for 
school construction, capital debt retirement 
or current expenses in the maintenance and 
operation of schools with States free to choose 
the proportions to be expended. * * * We 
subscribe to provision whereby Federal funds 
can be applied to most critical areas of edu
cation expenditure. 

As I pointed out earlier, when all of the 
State commissioners of education and 
State superintendents met in convention 
assembled last November, they voted 
unanimously in favor of a school aid pro
gram which would permit States to use 
Federal grants not only for school con
struction and teachers' salaries, but for 
other costs involved in the maintenance 
and operation of schools. 

The telegrams and statements which I 
have read are an indication that an over
whelming majority of State officials still 
want a freedom of choice provision in the 
education measure which will allow them 
to spend funds on the problems they 
deem most important. 

We have had on the statute books now 
for several years Public Law 874, which 
provides for the distribution of funds to 
schools in federally impacted areas. 
There has been almost no instance of 
complaint about Federal control. Why 
not? Because local school authorities 
are not restricted by the law in regard to 
school operating costs for which they can 
spend Federal money. They are free to 
use the money for heat, light, textbooks, 
library books, clerical help, educational 
supplies, school health services and many 
other items. People at the grassroots 
level are more likely to welcome Federal 
assistance when they are not bound and 
gagged by regulation. 

I have reviewed the hearings very 
carefully and there is not one scintilla of 
evidence that would justify denying to 
States under this school aid bill a free
dom of choice which local communities 
have under the very successful Public 
Law 874, the defense impacted areas 
statute. 

Mr. President, I do not think there is 
one Senator here today who knows of 
any abuse of discretion exercised at the 
local level in carrying out Public Law 
874. I say we ought to give the people 
back home the same freedom of action 
under a general aid bill that they enjoy 
under the special aid program. 

Dr. Edgar Puller, executive secretary, 
Council of Chief State School Officers, 
pointed out the serious difficulties you 
can run into when you have an inflexible 
statute. 

He made a strong case for a broader 
freedom-of -choice provision in the bill 
when he said: 

If you have the Federal funds used only 
for teachers' salaries and construction you 
may have a situation something like the 
following illustration. • * * If a State were 
to allocate to all its districts, for instance, 
75 percent of the Federal funds for teach
ers' salaries and 25 percent of the Federal 
funds for construction of schools, and a 
school district had bonded itself to the 
legal limit and ha·d just built its school plant 

completely for the next 5; 10, or 15 years, 
then there may be no way under this bill 
as it is now written for this school district 
to use the 25 percent which the State allo
cates for construction even though the dis
t:rict is very poor. 

Yes; this is a classic example of what 
may happen in a poor community that 
has overtaxed itself to pay for construc
tion and other school needs. Its teach
ers' salary level may be in fairly good 
shape. Its new building may be con
structed but the town might be bonded 
up to its neck and have a hard time pay
ing for bus service, textbooks, school 
health services and the like. Are we 
going to say to this little community, 
"We're sorry. You need help all right 
but we're not giving that type of help 
this year." 

I do not think that the Potomac River 
is the fountainhead of all wisdom, and 
and when State after State indicates its 
strong desire to get funds without ab:. 
solutely unnecessary restrictions, we 
ought to heed that desire. 

Mr. President, it is vitally important 
that we allow the States to use the Fed
eral grant money for maintenance and 
operating costs. In many instances if 
Federal funds are not so used the major 
burden of education will fall on the re
gressive local real estate tax which is 
frequently devastating to marginal 
farmers with small incomes and older 
people with homes not much else. 

The research and policy committee of 
the Committee for Economic Develop
ment etched sharply the need for ad
ditional money not only for classrooms 
and teachers' salaries, but also, and I 
quote, "to cover other necessary ex
penses." 

According to the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare, the 
average retail list price of books in 1958 
was $5.28, 43 percent more than the aver
age price in the period 1947-1949. Since 
the base period 1947-1949, the retail price 
of books on science, technology, law, busi
ness and art increased 60 percent or 
more. Even books of fiction rose 32 
percent. . 

Josph J. Schwab of the University 
of Chicago has charged that science 
books in the Nation's schools are obso
lete in content. 

We all know that Connecticut has one 
of the most advanced educational sys
tems in the country, yet in April of this 
year, William J. Sanders, the Connecti
cut State commission of education re
marked, as appears in the April10, 1961, 
Publishers Weekly: 

In Connecticut we have some high schools 
without libraries. The majority of elemen
tary schools do not have libraries. I would 
like to see less enthusiasm for educational 
gadgets and more money in school budgets 
for books. 

In an article entitled "How Good Are 
Our Teaching Materials?" the National 
Citizens Commission for the Public 
Schools pointed out that in one South
ern State junior and senior high school 
students are required to buy all their 
own books. In a Midwestern State, the 
commission said: 

All students must purchase their own un
less the school district votes to furnish them. 

In still another Midwestern State the 
commission said, there are school dis
tricts where students must purchase all 
textbooks. There are some States that 
rent . textbooks to students. What con
clusion did the National Citizens Com
mission for the Public Schools reach 
with respect to this whole situation? I 
think it is summed up very eloquently 
in these words: 

How shortsighted it would be to save 
pennies on instructional materials and 
thereby devalue the dollars we are spending 
as a whole. 

I would like to call the attention of 
the Senate to a statement made by the 
senior Senator from Oregon which ap
pears on page 8063 Of the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD, because I think it is very perti
nent to the cause I am advancing today. 
The Senator from Oregon said: 

I take the view that if we pass a bill 
limited to school construction, by imposing 
that very condition we shall, in a sense, be 
interfering with the educational process of 
the States. 

I repeat, Mr. President, that the Sen
ator from Oregon pointed out that by 
limiting the items for which the grants 
may be expended by the States, we are 
"interfering with the educational process 
of the States." 

The distinguished Senator went on to 
say: 

I believe the States should determine what 
they wish to use the money for. 

Mr. President, I could not have stated 
the issue before us half as well. The 
bill now says, in its main provision, you 
can spend the money only for construc
tion and teachers' salaries. I am asking 
. the Senate to allow the States to spend 
their Federal grants for any aspect of 
elementary and secondary school educa
tion. To do less is to impose conditions; 
to do less is to interfere with the edu
cational process of the States. 

Mr. President, it has been suggested by 
some that statistics could be conjured up 
which would create an impression that 
teachers might get less money under the 
bill if my amendment is approved. Mr. 
President, a good teacher wants good 
health services in the school; a good 
teacher wants decent instructional ma
terials; and a good teacher is no~ going 
to be angry if we give her a history book 
that goes up to 1961 in text instead of 
1945. 

My respect for the American teacher is 
too great for me to believe that they 
will take issue with my amendment. In 
fact, I am sure they will give it their 
enthusiastic endorsement. 

We all know that the way the bill is 
written now States could spend every
thing for construction and nothing for 
teachers' salaries or, conversely, every
thing for teachers' salaries and nothing 
for construction. My amendment does 
not change that discretionary feature of 
the bill one whit. It simply builds on 
it by allowing States to spend that por
tion of the money they deem advisable 
for maintenance and operating costs. 

I would point out to the Senate that 
the bill now has a mandatory provision 
which requires the States--:and that is 
Federal control-to spend 10 percent of 
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the allotted funds for special experi
mental projects. My amendment makes 
this provision permissive rather than 
mandatory, so that the States could 
use this 10 percent for teachers' salaries 
or other purposes if they deem it ad
visable. So, in one sense, my amend
ment adds money for teachers' salaries. 

In summary, then, all the statistical 
magicians are simply talking through 
their hats. 

Federal aid to the States to pay for 
the maintenance and operating costs of 
public schools is nothing new. We have 
been giving such aid for years to de
fe~se impacted areas under Public Law 
874, as I pointed out previously. School 
districts in these Federal aid affected 
areas now use Federal money for bus 
transportation, utility costs, salaries of 
secretarial and custodial personnel, li
brary and textbooks and many other 
purposes. Congress recognized that aid 
to the defense impacted areas for con
struction alone was not enough and 
that assistance should also be given for 
maintenance and operating costs. I 
think the same principle holds true with 
respect to a general aid bill such as we 
are considering today. We must give 
the States the freedom to use Federal 
funds as if they were State funds or 
else we will be passing a bill that has 
an element of Federal control. 

Mr. President, I would like to give a 
breakdown of overall school financing 
which will give a picture of what the 
school budget looks like. 

During the 1956 school year, the 
United States spent $10.9 billion on ele
mentary and secondary education. Of 
this amount, more than half, $5.5 bil
lion went for instruction. Out of the 
$11 billion school financing costs $2.6 
billion went for capital outlay and in
terest, leaving a balance of $2.9 billion 
for other maintenance and operating 
costs. 

If each State followed the pattern I 
have just outlined then roughly 50 per
cent of the grants we are approving will 
go for teachers' salaries. We, of course, 
know that soine States will use a higher 
percentage of their funds and others 
will use a lower percentage for instruc
tional purposes. 

I have demonstrated, Mr. President, 
_first, that the Chief State School Offi
cers at their convention last November 
unanimously endorsed a Federal aid 
program which will .permit the expend
iture of funds for current expenses. 

I have also demonstrated, Mr. Pres
ident, that the overwhelming majority 
of State school officials still want a free
dom of choice provision in the school 
aid bill which will allow them to spend 
money how and where they feel it 
should be spent on elementary and sec
ondary education. 

In addition, I have pointed out that 
the defense impacted area program un
der Public Law 874 gives local school 
authorities complete discretion with re
spect to the current expense items for 
which Federal funds may be used, and 
that there has been no abuse of . this 
discretion. 

I have pointed out further that there 
was not one scintilla of evidence brought 

forth in the hearings which would sug
gest that it would be unwise to allow 
States to use these moneys we are giving 
them for textbooks, transportation, fuel 
and other current expense items. On 
the contrary, I have shown that there 
is plenty of testimony which supports a 
broad freedom of choice provision. 

My amendment does two simple 
things. First, it modifies the restrictive 
and mandatory provision in the bill 
which requires States to spend 10 per
cent of their allotted funds on experi
mental and pilot projects. My amend
ment ·makes this provision permissive 
rather than mandatory. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. PROUTY. I yield myself 5 ad
ditional minutes. 

Second, my amendment adds to the 
items eligible for assistance--ordinary 
operating and maintenance costs of 
public elementary and secondary schools. 
The way the bill stands now one cannot 
buy textbooks, library books, school sup
plies, fuel, school buses, nor can one pay 
clerical help, librarians, stenographers, 
school nurses and custodial help. 

I say the bill needs to be changed so 
that school administrators back home 
can operate without Federal direction. 
They do not want it and they do not 
need it. 

It seems to me the issue Is clear. The 
States ought to determine how the 

· money to be provided under the bill 
should be spent. Those who oppose the 
amendment take the position that if the 
Federal Government sends money to the 
States, it will tell the States how to 
spend it. My amendment follows ex
tremely closely the language which the 
late great Senator Taft placed in the 
education bill in 1948 to guarantee State 
freedom and State rights. On page 3356 
of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of ·March 
24, 1948, may be found the following 
language of Senator Taft which would 
have permitted the use of Federal 
money: 

For any current expenditure for elemen
tary or secondary school purposes for which 
educational revenues derived from State or 
local sources may legally and constitutionally 
be expended in such States. 

The Ohio Senator, who did so much 
to protect the rights of the States and 
local communities, had this to say about 
his proposal. I commend this language 
particularly to the distinguished Sena
tor from Maryland [Mr. BuTLER]: 

If we are going to maintain a system of 
local autonomy, if the Federal Government 
is not going to use this money to change 
the educational system which is desired by 
the people of any State, then it seems to me 
that we must adopt a provision of this 
kind. 

Senator Taft knew very well that 
whenever a bill provides category aid, 
what always happens is that Congress 
at a later date will take the position that 
the local government is not spending 
enough money in this category or that 

·category. He clearly understood that 
the real necessity is to give .the States 
the right to spend the money for any 
and all primary and secondary school 
items. 

There is only one issue in this debate, 
and that issue is: Who is to determine 
how the money should be spent? I say 
the States should make-the determina
tion. Those who would oppose me, or at 
least some of them, say that the Federal 
Government should assume control
lock, stock, and barrel. I am very 
much opposed to that concept. 

Mr. President, my amendment 
strengthens the bill. It is an amend
ment which preserves the rights of the 
States to supervise the control of their 
own educational activities within their 
respective State borders. 

I reserve the remainder · of my time. 
Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, will the 

Senator from Nebraska yield 5 minutes 
to me? 

Mr. HRUSKA. I yield 5 minutes to 
the Senator from Maryland. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Maryland is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, I have 
listened very attentively to the remarks 
of the Senator from Vermont, the au
thor of the pending amendment. If I 
believed the amendment which he has 
proposed would accomplish what he has 
said it ·will accomplish, I would support 
the amendment. Indeed, I would be 
very reluctant to go against the judg
ment of the man whom all of us revered 
and loved-the late Robert A. Taft, of 
Ohio. 

Mr. President, I do not happen to be
lieve that the amendment would accom
plish what the Senator from Vermont 
thinks it will accomplish. I believe that 
if this amendment were once enacted 
into law, it would put the l"ederal Gov
ermnent into the middle of the school 
system of the Nation, even down to the 
point of replacing a pane of glass. in a 
schoolhouse window whenever a child 
threw a ball through one of the windows. 

It is true that at the moment, and for 
the time being, under the amendment 
the State control would be preserved. 
But let us not forget that the money 
proposed to be expended will be Federal 
money, and the one who pays out the 
money in connection with any enterprise 
sooner or later will control that enter
prise. 

If this amendment were adopted, not 
only would every schoolteacher come 
to the Congress and petition the Con
gress whenever a salary increase was de
sired, but like action would be taken by 
every playground instructor, every jani
tor, every maintenance worker, and all 
the school policemen who stand at the 
street corners and help the schoolchil
dren cross the streets, on their way to 
and from school. All these groups 
would come to the Congress and would 
beg to be placed on the gravy wagon also, 
and soon the Congress would have the 
entire educational system of the coun
try in its grip. In that event, those who 
now are sending to the Senator from 
Vermont telegrams in which they beg 
that this proposed change be made would 
then be coming to the Congress, with 
hats in hand, begging for their jobs, 
because this amendment would make 
their jobs unnecessary. I believe that 
sincerely. 
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I do not wish by iny vote t9 help social

ize and federalize our great country and 
its school systems. I do not · wish to see 
the schools of the country put ·intO the 
hands of a vast Federal bureaucracy, 
even down to the point of repairing the 
roof of a country. schoolhouse. 

I ask Senators to think several times 
before they vote to add this ·amendment 
to the bill, because the amendment 
would be the entering wedge (or total 
and complete Federal control. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, will 
the distinguished Senator from Mary
land yield for a question? 

Mr. BUTLER. , I ~ am v_ery happy to 
yield. 

Mr. KEATING. Does not the Senator 
from Maryland believe that an argument 
completely contrary to the one he has 
been making could perhaps be made? I 
recognize his opposition to any bill which 
would result in general Federal aid to 
education. I respect his position, al
though I do not share it. 

I may, however, find myself voting-in 
the :final analysis-in the same way that 
the Senator from Maryland intends to 
vote, because at this time the provisions 
of this bill are certainly unsatisfactory 
to me. I supported the Cooper-Javits 
amendment, which was rejected. I am 
not -sure that the bill; in its :final form, 
will be one which I can support. 

But if a Federal aid to education bill 
is to be enacted, could not it well be 
argued that the Prouty amendment, 
rather than detracting from States 
rights, actually would be reinforcing 
States rights, in that it would permit the 
use of the funds by the States .in any 
way they might see fit to use them? 

Mr. BUTLER. That was the premise 
on which I opened my brief remarks; 
namely, that if I thought the Prouty 
amendment would do what the Senator 
from Vermont thinks it will do, I would 
vote for it-for the liame reason as the 
one the Senator from New York has 
pointed out. 

However, I believe this amendment 
would lead to a system under which the 
Federal Government would do every
thing in connection with the schools, 
even down to repairing the roof of a 

· country schoolhouse, and also paying 
the teachers, the janitors, the play
ground supervisors, repairing the school 
buildings, purchasing the books--doing 
eve:rythill6 in connection with the 
schools which is now done by the local 
school district. 

Furthermore, Mr. President, once the 
·Federal Government commenced to con
trol the school system, how would it be 
possible to do away with such control by 
the Federal Government? I do not care 
who might be the administrator; in any 
event, once the administrator obtained 
such power, he would use it. 

In addition, as I have already stated, 
those who now are sending to the Sena
tor from Vermont telegrams in which 
they beg for the adoption of his amend
ment would then be begging him to help 
them keep their jobs, which they would 
then be in .danger of losing. 

Let me say, Mr. President, that I do 
not mean to have my remarks inter-

preted in any way as constituting the 
slightest .criticism of the Senator who is 
the autlior of the amendment. However, 
I feel that t:he amendment would consti
tute the entering wedge for Federal con
trol, whereas today-at least on the sur
face or things-the States do have some 
control of their educational systems. All 
the funds ·proposed to be spent in con
nection with the proposed program will 
be· Federal ftmds; and in that event it 
would be extremely easy for the admin
istrator, who would control the money, to 
prescribe· what would be done in the 
educational system. 

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Maryland yield? 

Mr. BUTLER. CertainlY. ··· 
Mr. PROUTY. I fully understand 

that the Senator from Maryland meant 
no personal criticism of me. 

. Mr, BUTLER. Certainly I did not in
·tend to do so; and if any of my remarks 
could be understood as· constituting a 
personal criticism of the Senator from 
Vermont, I humbly apologize, for that 
definitely was not my intention. 

Mr. PROUTY. It is not necessary for 
the Senator from Maryland to apologize, 
for I know he did not intend his remarks 
to be understood as constituting a per
sonal criticism. . · 

Mr. President, I yield myself 5 min
. utes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Vermont is recognized for 
5 minutes. 

Mr . . PROUTY. Mr. President, let me 
say that I know how the Senator from 
Maryland feels about this matter. I, 
myself, feel very strongly about it. 

I do not want the Federal Government 
to take over the school systems of the 
various States; and that is why I . have 
offered this amendment. Certainly no 
one of us can state what action some 
future Congress might take in the field 
of education or in any other field. But 
I am convinced that this amendment 
will give the States greater control than 
the control they now have in the absence 
of the amendment. 

Mr. BUTLER. But does not the Sen
ator from Vermont admit that there is 
some validity to the po1nt that all the 
money used in connection with the bill 
will be Federal money? That points up 
the argument I have made, namely, that 
when the Federal Government provides 
all the money, the Federal Government 
will eventually run the entire educa
tional system. 

Mr. PROUTY. I think a similar point 
could be made in connection with Public 
Law 874. The money used in connec
tion with it is Federal money. But cer
tainly there has been no Federal control; 
and I am sure the Senator from Mary
land would not wish to deny those funds 
to his state. 

Mr. BUTLER. Does not the Senator 
from Vermont believe that if the bill 
were enacted in its present form, there 
would be no more lobbying at the State 
level for increases in teachers' salaries 
,or· ·increases in the salaries of other 
school personnel; instead, all that would 
-be done here in Washington? Does not 
the- Senator from Vermont believe that 
would be the case? 

Mr. PROUTY. I believe that if my 
amendm .... nt · is included in the bill there 
will be le·ss likelihood that that will 
happen than there will be if the amend
inent is not · adopted. 

Mr. BUTLER. The Senator says 
"less likelihood," but the fact is that it 
is easier to d"eal with the Congress of 
the United States than it is with 50 
State legislatures. If the bill passes, 
does not the Senator know that teachers 
will come to Washington and lobby for 
increases ill teachers' salaries? If the 
amendment is adopted, does not the 
Senator know, by like token, that if a 
certain schoolhouse needs repair, and 
the local board does not want to spend 
the money for that purpose, but for 
some other purpose, Congress will be 
lobbied to provide funds for repairs to 
that schoolhouse? 

Mr. PROUTY. The fact that the 
money is to be spent by the States in 
the local communities seems to me to 
give assurance that that will not be 
done, for the time being--

Mr. BUTLER. I notice that the Sen
ator is very careful when he says "for 
the time being." 

_ Mr. PROUTY. We are talking about 
Federal aid to education: Who knows 
what will transpire in the years ahead? 
Neither he nor I can make predictions 
about the future . 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 
· Mr. PROUTY. I yield to the Senator 
from New York. 

Mr. KEATING. In other words, is 
it not the position of the distinguished 
Senator from Vermont, that, actually, 
the adoption of the amendment would 
reinforce State rights? In other words, 
when we give Federal aid only for con
struction and;or teachers' salaries, we 
are imposing or encouraging some Fed
eral restraints? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 2 minutes more. 

Mr. KEATING. And if a wide-open 
grant is made to the States, the super
vision of the funds is left to the States. 
Is that not correct? 

Mr. PROUTY. What the .Senater has 
said is absolutely correct. It is the pur
pose of the amendment to do everything 
possible to preserve the rights of the 
States. We are not taking anything 
away from the States; we are giving 
them greater authority than we want 
to give the Federal Government in super
vision· of the expenditure of the funds. 

While I am on my feet, I may point 
out that this amendment relates only 
to public schools. I ·understand an 
amendment will be o:ffered later to deal 
with the private school question, but 
this amendment does not. 

Mr. President. I reserve the remainder 
of my time. 

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Nebraska is recognized for 
.5 minutes. 

·Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, in con
nection with the amendment of the Sen
ator from Vermont; expressions of ap
proval from various members of State 
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educational omces, many superintend
ents of schools, commissioners of educa
tion of various States, and so forth have 
been cited. 

I wish to call the attention of the Sen
ate to the fact that all the persons and 
officials who have been cited by the Sen
ator from Vermont in this connection 
are not policymaking omcers. They 
are administrative omcers. They are 
the spenders. Of course, it would be 
natural that anyone charged with pay
ing the bills would welcome money from 
any source-that is in the nature of the 
beast-and would welcome increases of 
those funds on any score whatsoever. 

I should like to call to the attention of 
the Senate the fact that when the Na
tional School Boards Association met in 
Philadelphia recently; . in fact, earlier 
this month it took a position which is at 
loggerheads with the opposition taken by 
the Senator from Vermont. 

I should like to call to the attention of 
the Senate the fact that it is the school 
boards who represent the people. It is 
the members of the school boards who 
must go before the electorate of their 
independent school districts and say, "I 
am better qualified to serve in the office 
of a member of the school board than my 
opponent." It is they who speak for the 
policymaking bodies that pertain to the 
school systems. 

I read from a press report on the meet
ing to which I have referred which states 
that the school board group voted over
whelmingly to: 

1. Oppose Federal aid to education be
cause it would be naive to think that it 
will not mean Government control. 

2. Oppose any broadening of the National 
Defense Education Act, which, among other 
things, provides Government scholarships. 

Another point covered by the recom-
mendation of the group is: · 

Insure that choice of textbooks in the 
Nation's schools remain a local and State 
matter. 

I submit this is a much more cogent 
argument in the premises than that 
which is made by the school administra
tors. 

It has been said here that certainly it 
cannot be contended that there is any 
Federal control under Public Law 874, 
which advances Federal funds to feder
ally impacted areas for the purpose of 
maintenance and operation of the 
schools. 

The situations are not parallel. Un
der Public Law 874, the Federal funds 
are paid directly to the independent 
school districts by the omce of Education 
in Washington, D.C. There is direct 
contact with them. Not so in the case 
of the amendment offered by the Senator 
from Vermont. Under the amendment 
before the Senate now, as I understand it, 
Federal money would be paid to a single 
State agency, and by that single State 
agency would be parceled out under a 
system of priority determined by the 
State agency, after it receives approval 
by the Commissioner of Education or 
whoever administers the law here. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. HRUSKA. I am happy to yield. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I understand there 
are one or more States in which, by State 
law and interpretation of the State 
courts, public funds can be used for 
transporting of students going to reli
gious and private schools. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator's time has expired. 

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 2 additional minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator is recognized for 2 additional 
minutes. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I understand also, 
under State laws and by interpretation 
of the State courts, there are States in 
which public school moneys raised in 
those States may be expended to supply 
schoolbooks to students at religious and 
private schools. 

There are included in the amendment 
the words: 

The term "other costs of providing pub
lic elementary and secondary education" 

· means any maintenance and operating cost 
oi public elementary or secondary school 
education for which revenues derived from 
State or local sources may be expended in 
such State. 

I ask the Senator if those words do not 
mean very clearly that under the pro
posed law, if this amendment were 
adopted, Federal funds could be used in 
the States which I have mentioned for 
the purposes which I have mentioned, 
which are not for what are generally 
regarded as public school purposes? 

Mr. HRUSKA. I do not think there is 
any question about it whatsoever. The 
funds would be available for those pur-

. poses. As I understand the amendment, 
there would be only one prohibition, that 
the money would not be used for pay
ment of debt service. As I understand 
the amendment, the funds could be used 
for the purposes to which the Senator 
has referred. 

Mr. HOLLAND. It seems to the Sen
ator from Florida that is an inescapable 
conclusion. The Senator from Florida 
appreciates the fact that his friend from 
Nebraska has come to the same con
clusion. 

Mr. HRUSKA. I thank the Senator 
from Florida. 

Mr. President, with reference to con
trol and management by the Federal au
thorities in the event the amendment is 
approved, of course there would be even
tually, if not now, an exercise of con
trol over the program the money would 
support. That has always been the his
tory in these matters. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Nebraska has 
expired. 

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 3 minutes. 

I wish to refer to the hearings held 
in March of this year on the bill, and 
to read from the statement made by the 
Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN], in 
which he quotes from a speech by former 
Representative Graham Barden, as 
shown at page 558 of the transcript of 
hearings. This is a quotation from the 
speech of Representative Barden in July 
of 1957: 

You will hear it said there has not been 
any Federal control or interference throug~ 

Public Law 815 of federally impacted areas. 
I tell you there have been some of the most 
horrible instances of interference and 
wrongdoing under that bill that you can 
imagine, and I challenge anyone to deny that 
statement. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the first three paragraphs on 
page 559 of the hearings, being an ex
cerpt from the speech of former Repre
sentative Barden, be printed in the 
RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

That is the picture, and you will hear it 
said there has not been any Federal control 
or interference through Public Law 815, the 
Federal impacted area bill. I tell you there 
has been some of the most horrible illustra
tions of interference and wrongdoing under 
that bill that you can imagine, and I chal
lenge anyone to deny that statement. 

It ha-s not been 2 years since the U.s. 
Commissioner of Education flatly and deter
minedly, and I will almost say intention_ally 
and willfully misinterpreted the language 
we had written into that law which was 
intended to take care of some military in
stallations · so they could move the children 
out if there were not enough to warrant 
the operation of a separate school. And 
what happened? He issued an order closing 
the Quantico High School of approximately 
15o· pupils, and he persisted in closing that 
school even though it would have required 
children to travel from 13 to 26 miles to 
schools that had no hope of having room 
for them for more than 1 year. I called him 
before the committee. He still persisted 
in interpreting the word "suitable" to mean 
adequate; and the en.tire committee just 
said, "You are wrong, and you know you 
are wrong." We had to pass a Federal law, 
and you gentlemen voted for it virtually 
unanimously, to make that Commissioner of 
Education do what? To follow the inten
tion of Congress and drop that order he 
had issued to close the Quantico school. 
The Senate passed the bill, and the Presi
dent signed it. 

Now we find before us a bill with 10 or 
15 pages of discretionary power. You first 
say what the States must do; they must file 
their plans, and then from there on the 
Commissioner has the right to do this and 
the right to do that, and so it goes. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HRUSKA. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. MORSE. There is no question 

about the fact that the Senator has 
quoted the remarks of former Repre
sentative Barden, but there is not a 
scintilla of evidence to back up the quota
tion. Let Mr. Barden come forward with 
any evidence to back up the quotation. 

Mr. HRUSKA. On the contrary, Mr. 
Barden went into detail. I did not think 
it would be appropriate at this time to go 
into detail, and I do r.ot wish to use my 
time to read the details, but he did out
line the situation in Quantico, Va., where 
the Quantico High School was actually 
closed because the Federal autl10rlties 
said it was not a "suitable" high school. 

Mr. MORSE. That was under the 
Constitution of the United States, and 
involved the segregation problem and a 
violation of the Supreme Court decision 
of 1954. That has nothing to do with 
Federal Government interference with 
education 1Ulder Public Law 815 or Public 
Law .874. 
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Mr. HRUSKA. The excerpt from Rep

resentative Barden's speech will speak 
for itself. - There was an interpretation 
by the Com.n:iissioner that the word 
"suitable" meant "adequate." There
fore, since the school was considered in
adequate, it was closed. 

As to other examples, there was the 
testimony of Prof.· Claude J. Bartlett, 
assistant professor of psychology at 
George Peabody College for Teachers in 
Nashville, Tenn., as shown on page 548 
of the transcript of hearings on the bill 
before the Senate. The professor de
scribed the fate of two guidance and 
counseling institutes set up under. title 
V of the National Defense Education 
Act. Professor Bartlett participated in 
both, and was the director of one. 

In one institute, the standards of admis
sion for students were lowered as a result of 
pressure from the Federal Government. The 
result was the acceptance of many persons 
who were of questionable ability. 

Based on the experiences in its first insti
tute, changes in the operations of the second 
institute were deemed desirable. Neverthe
less the Oftlce of Education refused to permit 
changes in the plan of operation even though 
the changes did not affect the cost of the 
institute as spec11led in the contract. Thus, 
the Federal Government dictated curriculum 
a.nd administration of the institute as well 
as financial arrangements. 

The professor also said: 
The Oftlce of Education insisted that all 

of the students of the second institute be 
recruited before authorization for establish
ing it had even been completed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Nebraska has 
again expired .. 

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 2 additional minutes. · 

I continue to quote: 
As a result of these diftlcultles, the college 

chose to cancel the contract for the institute 
rather than submit to bureaucratic whims. 

There are other examples of the same 
or similar experiences. As soon as funds 
are allocated to any State agency for any 
purpose by a Federal agency, manage
ment, and eventually control follow. 
The same will happen in this instance if 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Vermont is made a part of the bill and 
of the law, because ultimately there will 
be control over even textbooks and sup
plies and the personnel whose salaries 
will be paid. 

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HRUSKA. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. PROUTY. Is the Senator not ex

pressing an opinion or making a predic
tion which cannot be justified? I do not 
think the Senator can say categorically 
that will happen. Certainly, so long as 
I have a vote which amounts to anything, 
it will not happen. 

Mr. HRUSKA. Precisely. 
Mr. PROUTY. That is true. The 

Senator from Nebraska and a great many 
other Senators no doubt feel the same. 

Mr. HRUSKA. After all, the only 
lamp by which we can be guided is the 
lamp of experience. I have made ref
erence to the National Defense Education 
Act, which is not even 3 years old, and I 
have recited the details of one of the ef-

forts to control . or to exercise controL 
There are other speeiftc examples. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time ·Of .the Senator from Nebraska has 
again expired. 

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 2 more minutes. 

I do not know of any way to predict 
the meaning and effect of proposed legis
lation other than by reference to past 
incidents and past history with respect 
to similar legislation. 

Several Senators addressed the Chair. 
Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I have 

agreed to yield 10 minutes to the Senator 
from Oregon, if he at this time wishes 
to offer an amendment. 

Mr. MORSE. Yes; I should like to of
fer an amendment. 

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I yield 
10 minutes tO the Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. MORSE. I do not think I will 
need that much time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. BuR
DICK in the chair). The Senator from 
Oregon is recognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, some 
concern has been expressed in regard to 
the amendment of the Senator from Ver
mont, and I have talked to the Senator 
about it. A question was raised only a 
few moments ago by the Senator from 
Florida [Mr. HoLLAND] when he talked 
about the practices in some States of 
using State funds, under educational 
policy. for private school and parochial 
school purposes. 

Mr. President, I am in favor of the 
objective of the Prouty amendment, and 
I have told the Senator that for a num
ber of days. There has developed, how
ever. the confusing problem which I 
should like to have cleared up. 

The Senator from Vermont has as
sured us of his purpose, and I have as
sured the Senator that I support the 
amendment because of the objective of 
the amendment. His purpose is to see to 
it that the funds go to States for mainte
nance and operating costs of public ele
mentary and secondary schools, as well 
as for the other purposes authorized by 
the bilL 

We have said from the very beginning 
of the debate, as well as for months in 
the committee, that we seek to give to 
the States complete authority over their 
educational processes without any Fed
eral domination or control. I like the 
Prouty amendment, because it would 
be in keeping with that pledge on our 
part. 

In the last hour on the floor of the 
Senate a considerable amount of doubt 
has arisen as to one part of the amend
ment. Some of the representatives of 
educational associations have come to 
me and to other Senators and have said 
they are very much concerned that it 
be made perfectly certain the money 
shall be used for public elementary and 
secondary school education only. The 
present Presiding Ofticer of the Senate, 
the distinguished Senator from North 
Dakota [Mr. BuanzcxJ, raised the ques~ 
tion with me only a few minutes . ago. 
In order to avoid any doubt, I should like 
to offer an amendment to the Prouty 
amendment. 

On page 2, lines .l4 and 15, I propose 
to s.trike out the language "for which 
revenues derived from State or local 
sources may be expended in such State." 

The amendment would then read: 
The term "other costs of providing publle 

elementary a.nd secondary education" means 
a.ny ma.intenance and operating cost of pub
lic elementary or secondary school educa
tion. 

That would leave no room for doubt 
as to the objective for which the Sena
tor from Vermont and the Senator from 
Oregon have stood shoulder to shoulder 
in the debate. · The parliamentary sit
uation is such that the yeas and nays 
have not been ordered on the substitute 
amendment, and it is the substitute 
amendment which is before the Senate. 
The Senator from Vermont can, if he 
cares to do so, modify his own amend
ment to conform to the suggestion made 
by the Senator from Oregon. I respect
fully ask the Senator if he is willing 
to accept my amendment as a modifica
tion of the substitute amendment. 

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, I am 
very happy to accept the Senator's 
amendment. It is almost identical to, 
if not identical with, one I drafted some 
time in the past myself. 

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Oregon yield? 

Mr. MORSE. If the Senator will give 
me 1 more minute, I yield to the Senator 
from Montana. 

Mr. METCALF. As I understand, the 
amendment as modified would provide 
that the money would be expended in 
exactly the same way as moneys are ex
pended under Public Law 874, for public 
school purposes only. 

Mr. MORSE. That is correct. 
Mr. METCALF. It would be parallel 

to the situation we have had under Pub
lic Law 874 for the-last 10 years. 

Mr. MORSE. That is correct. 
Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield 5 minutes to me? 
Mr. HRUSKA. I yield 5 minutes to 

the Senator from Pennsylvania; 
Mr. CLARK. In my judgment, the 

amendment just accepted by the Senator 
from Vermont would eliminate one seri
ous concern which I have had respecting 
the original amendment. I do not think 
we ought to have in the bill the slightest 
indication that aid for private and paro
chial schools would be granted. Per
sonally I am strongly in favor of such 
assistance on a loan basis and will work 
with my friend from Oregon to bring 
from our committee in the very near 
future a bill which would make such a 
provision. 

But in the interest of passing a clean 
Federal-aid-to-education bill I am de
lighted that we have removed the re
maining doubt that the Prouty amend
ment might have permitted with 
respect to private or parochial schools 
and, to that extent, I support the modi
fled amendment. 

However, I am still opposed to the 
amendment, even if modified, but for 
very different reasons than those stated 
on the floor of the Senate by my good 
friend from Nebraska. 

The point that concerns me is that as 
the bill left the committee. it wu based 
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on voluminous testimony taken not only 
this year, but over a period of years, and 
it hit hard at the three major deficien
cies in our system of public education at 
the local and the State levels. Those 
three major deficiencies are, first, an in
adequate number of modern fireproof 
classrooms; second, inadequate teachers' 
salaries across the board throughout the 
country; third, the inadequacy of special 
programs to deal with special categories 
of students, ranging from those who are 
defective in terms of their ability to read 
or to assimilate knowledge, to those un
usually gifted pupils for whom adequate 
provision to move ahead as fast as their 
brains will let them, have not been made. 

The difficulty I find with the amend
ment is that it would dilute those three 
objectives which, in my judgment, rep
resent the consensus of informed opinion 
in the fieid of education as to the three 
major deficiencies in· our school system, · 
and it would dilute those three objec
tives by making the special programs op
tional instead of mandatory to the ex
tent of 10 percent. 

I have had enough experience with 
school districts in Pemisylvania to know 
that many school districts will take the 
easy way out and not use any money for 
purposes of these important special pro
grams. 

Again, it would make money available 
for any kind of school expenditure which 
is permitted under the laws of the State 
in question, save alone the situation re
specting private and parochial schools, 
which has now been taken care of. 

What I fear, based upon my knowl
edge of the education system in my own 
State, is that the money would be frit
tered away for athletic programs, do
mestic science courses, and for all kinds 
of things that would not raise the level 
of education a bit, but would comply 
with the general legality and form of an 
educational system. 

My friend from Nebraska said that he 
was afraid of Federal control if the 
Prouty amendment were adopted. I dis
agree with him thoroughly in that re
gard, because I believe the Prouty 
amendment would limit the area of Fed
eral suggestion and would turn things 
wide open to the local school districts 
and to the States. I am not one who is 
afraid of Federal control of education, 
because we have Federal assistance to 
education. We have had Federal assist- · 
ance to education ever since the North-· 
west Territory Act of 1787. We have had 
massive aid ever since the Morrill Act of 
1865. I see no evidence in my Common
wealth of Federal control of education, 
either generally or in connection with 
the application of Public Laws 815 and 
874. I am not afraid of Federal aid to 

' education. I suspect that a good many 
of my colleagues are not either. There 
are a few who are seeing something 
under the rug that is not there, and, in
sofar as the bill, as it came from commit
tee, put the greatest emphasis on the 
three needs which are serious in our edu
cational system. I think we did a wise 
thing. · 

I regret that this amendment would 
dilute those three major objectives es-

sential to the progress of our entire edu
cational system. For that reason, with 
deep regret, I shall vote against the 
amendment. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? · 

Mr. HRUSKA. I yield 4 minutes to 
the Senator from Connecticut. 

Mr. DODD. I find myself in very 
considerable agreement with the Sena
tor from Pennsylvania, who has pretty 
well expressed my own views. 

I am opposed to the pending amend
ment. It would transform the present 
aid to education bill from a program 
aimed at two particular emergencies, 
the shortage of classrooms and the 
shortage of teachers, into a general aid 
to education bill that would be used to 
finance everything from cutting grass in 
front of the school to replacing worn
out light bulbs. 

I oppose this amendment on practical 
and philosophic grounds. The bill re
ported out by the committee is a very 
modest bill in comparison to the total 
educational need. Its impact upon niy 
State would be an addition of about 3 
percent to the total amount spent for 
education, and there is no State where 
the impact would be greater than about 
12 percent. 

Thus, if the bill is to be at all effec
tive, and if these modest amounts are 
not to be merely melted into the gen
eral education fund where their impact 
will be negligible, the Federal money 
provided must be aimed at certain lim
ited objectives. This money can be ef
fectively used to finance the building of 
schools that might otherwise not be 
built. It can be effectively used in rais
ing the salaries of teachers in the poorer 
school districts to a higher level. But to 
attempt to do more with this limited 
Federal aid would only dilute the pro
gram and spread it so thin as to de
stroy its purpose. 

My second objection is on the ground 
of public philosophy. The committee 
bill, however inequitable some of its pro
visions may be, does not violate the 
principle that education is primarily a 
local responsibility. Rather, it acknowl
edges that temporary emergency condi
tions exist and that Federal help is re
quired to meet specific problems that 
are presently beyond the means of local 
governments. 

The classroom shortage, for instance, 
was brought about by an abnormally 
low school building program during 15 
years of depression and war from 1930 
to 1945, followed by an unusually high 
birth rate from 1945 on. Federal aid 
for school construction is aimed at re
storing the balance and when it is re
stored, it is my hope that this part of 
the program will come to an end. But 
the pending amendment would use Fed
eral funds to :finance routine mainte
nance costs, the heating and lighting of 
schools, the upkeep of school grounds 
and all the other normal day-to-day ex
penses. These expenses are clearly the 
obligation of local and State authorities. 
. Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will 

the Senator yield for a question? 
Mr. DODD. I am happy to yield. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. I would like to direct 
the question also to other Senators who· 
have participated in . the discussion. 
What would prevent a local school board 
from using its normal appropriation of· 
moneys to hire teachers and then to sub
stitute reduction. through the use of 
funds which it would get from the Fed
eral Government, ultimately putting it
self in the identical position that it oc
cupied before it received Federal aid? 
What is there in the bill in that regard? 

Mr. CLARK. I would like to answer 
that question, if the Senator from Con
necticut will permit me to do so. 

Mr. DODD. Certainly. 
Mr. CLARK. We would have to rely 

for control on the State educational au
thority, which in my State would .'Pe 
effective. It might not be as effective 
elsewhere. However, so far as the Fed
eral Government is concerned, if tne 
Prouty amendment is adopted, there 
will be no control at all. Without the 
Prouty amendment, there would be 
maintained the three purposes, with cer
tification that the money is being used 
for those purposes. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. However, the certifi
cation could be made that the money 
was being spent for one of those three 
purposes, without the establishment of 
the fact that the Federal money had 
been used to supplement the moneys that 
have been expended before . the Federal 
money was granted. The local moneys 
could be diverted to such operations as 
are contemplated by the Prouty amend
ment. 

Mr. CLARK. Of course, there is the 
maintenance of effort clause in the bill, 
which would still be in the law. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Nebraska yield me 2 addi-
tional minutes? · 

Mr. HRUSKA. I yield 2 additional 
minutes to the Senator. 

Mr. DODD. I wish to complete my 
statement. 

Somewhere we must draw the line as 
to what local and State governments 
must do for themselves and what they 
can legitimately expect the Federal 
Government to help them to do. The 
pending amendment would transform 
the most basic and fundamental of local 
responsibilities into an obligation of the 
Federal Government. I cannot support 
this concept, and I therefore oppose the 
amendment. 

I have been informed by the able 
Senator from Vermont [Mr. PRouTY] 
that he has received a wire from Con
necticut's Commissioner of Education 
William J. Sanders, expressing support 
of the Prouty amendment. Commis
sioner Sanders is an extremely able and 
knowledgeable educator and I can well 
understand the desire of any commis
sioner to use these Federal funds as he 
thinks they ought to be used, without 
any restrictions. But I do not believe 
the Federal Government should finance 
purely local obligations and I think the 
majority of the people of Connecticut 
share this view. I hope this amendment 
will be defeated. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Vermont yield me 2 
minutes? 
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Mr. HRUSKA. What is the status of 

the time? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

proponents have 21 minutes remaining; 
the opponents have 8 minutes remain
ing. 

Mr. HRUSKA. I yield 5 minutes to 
the Senator from South Dakota. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, first, I 
disagree with the Senator from Pennsyl
vania in his view on the value of domes
tic science training when he says that 
it is not the kind of training that raises 
the level of education. Either he has 
not had any contact with the kind of 
courses that are being conducted in do
mestic science in American high schools, 
or he has a different concept from that 
of the Senator from South Dakota as to 
one of the great purposes of education. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MUNDT. My concept is that 
education should increase the capabili
ties of the young people who go to school 
and to provide for better family life. 
I believe that domestic science training 
stands high on that agenda. I will not 
stand silent while it is being slandered 
on the Senate floor. 

Mr. CLARK. Of course, I think that 
a girl can learn to cook out of a cook
book or by going to the A. & P. and doing 
a little practical work. The girls going 
to school ought to spend a great deal 
more time on other courses which are 
important. 

Mr. MUNDT. Perhaps that is why 
so many people in Pennsylvania have 
ulcers, if they are living in homes where 
the wives have learned to cook only by 
attending an A. & P. school. 

However, Mr. President, I rise prima
rily to oppose the Prouty amendment. 
As one who has supported in the past 
and hopes to support now a Federal aid 
to education program, I believe the 
amendment would change the entire 
concept of the type of proposed legis
lation we have before us. The amend
ment is called the freedom-of-choice 
amendment. It is hard to quarrel with 
that kind of name. One gets into a dif
ficult semantic situation. However, · it 
should more appropriately be labeled, it 
seems to me, if it were named a freedom 
from local responsibility amendment. 
That is what it would provide. It 
would transfer the whole responsibility 
of supporting education from the local 
level, where it should be, to the Federal 
level. It would permit school authori
ties to use the money for any purpose in
cluding the purchase of better floor
waxing machines, or better electric hair 
curlers, so that the girls in the school 
could get a better permanent. The 
whole purpose of aid to education would 
be changed if we were to accept the 
Prouty amendment. As originally pre
sented very persuasively, it certainly 
had the favorable consideration of the 
Senator from South Dakota. It was a 
pump-priming operation, for the pur
pose of more or less setting an example 
and providing extra funds to ·make it 
possible to pay better salaries to teach
ers and to provide better school build
ings and facilities which was precisely 
what would have been done had we en-

acted the legislation that was passed in 
the Senate a year ago and which I sup
ported. 

However, if we inject this new con
cept by asking the Federal Government 
to participate in meeting all of the ex
penses of local education, then it be
comes simply a matter where finally the 
Federal Government could have almost 
total responsibility for public education. 
In short, as proposed originally, this 
year and in the bill we passed a year ago, 
the Federal aid to education proposal 
was to put a carrot in · front of the 
horse, to get the school boards to spend 
extra money to improve teachers' sal
aries and to build better buildings. 

With the Prouty amendment, the Fed
eral Government could supply the whole 
load of hay to the horse. Ultimately, 
it would assume responsibility for the 
entire upkeep of the horse, including 
the hiring of people to bring water and 
oats to the horse and finally bed it down 
for the night. 

Mr. President, by broadening the pur
poses of Federal aid to education as pro
posed by the Prouty amendment, we 
make a basic and fundamental change 
in the philosophy and concept which 
won approval for this legislation a year 
ago in the Senate and which has been 
inherent in the committee bill this 
year. I hope the Prouty amendment is 
defeated. If it should prevail it will 
make it very difficult--perhaps impos
sible--for some of us to continue sup
port for a proposal which has been . 
changed so substantially. 

I do not like to see the concept 
changed, because to do so could get us 
into real difficulties. It is unwise and 
dangerous to approve this amendment, 
and certainly it would open the door to 
greater opportunities for Federal con
trol. Just as soon as we insert a provi
sion that the Federal Government shall 
help in the purchase of textbooks, for 
example, it will mean that ultimately the 
Federal Government can assist in select
ing them or in excluding certain text
books from the classroom. That would 
be the end of local control of education 
at the local level. Let us keep this a 
clean bill as reported by the committee. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Vermont yield me 2 min
utes? 

Mr. PROUTY. I yield 2 minutes to the 
Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. MORSE. I wish to supply for the 
RECORD information for the benefit of 
the Senator from Ohio [Mr. LAuscHE] in 
regard to the question that he raised as 
to what would happen if a State stopped 
supporting its education in the way it is 
now supporting it. I refer the Senator 
to section 106 (a) on page 6 of the bill. 

We have a memorandum which we 
used in committee, which discusses this 
very problem raised by the Senator from 
Ohio. I will state the effect of the con
clusion of the memorandum, and then 
shall ask unanimous consent to have the 
entire · memorandum placed in the REc-
oRD. I read: · 

In' order to assure the maintenance of 
present · State effort to meet its needs for 
school construction and improved public 
school teachers' salaries, the bill contains 

provisions to reduce the size of the grant 
otherwise allocable to any State that, in 
either of the last 2 fiscal years of the pro
gram, reduces its school effort (i.e., the ratio 
of the school expenditures per public school 
pupil in average daily attendance within 
the State to the average personal income per 
such pupil) below the average level of its 
effort during the 3 fiscal years immediately 
preceding the second and third years of the 
program, as the case may be. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD the entire memo
randum. 

There being no objection, the mem
orandum was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 
SUMMARY OF PROVISIONS REGARDING EFFORT 

REQUIRED OF PAR:t'ICIPATING STATES, S. 1021 
Title I, section 106 of S. 1021, requires 

both (a) maintenance of effort and (b) im-
provement of effort in order to qualify for 
grants under the bill without reduction of 
amounts initially allotted. 

I. MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT 
In order to assure the maintenance of 

present State effort to meet its needs for 
school construction and improved public 
school teachers' salaries, the bill contains 
provisions to retiuce the size of the grant 
otherwise allocable to any State that, in 
either of the last 2 fiscal years of the pro
gram, reduces its school effort (i.e., the ratio 
of the school expenditures per public school 
pupil in average daily attendance within the 
State to the average personal income per 
such pupil) below the average level of its 
effort during the 3 fiscal years immediately 
preceding the second and third years of the 
program, as the case may be. 

For example, a State with an average effort 
during the base year of 4.76 percent and an 
effort during the allocation year of 4.28 
percent will have its allocation reduced by 
an amount which is the difference between 
the State's public school expenditures in 
such year and the expenditures it would 
have made had it extended an effort of 4.76 
percent of its personal income. If 4.76 per
cent of the personal income per pupil yields 
$490 and the actual expenditures per pupil 
amount to $487, the reduction would be $490 
minus $487, or $3 per pupil. If the State's 
unreduced allocation is $26 per pupil, the $3 
reduction amounts to about 11 percent of 
the amount allotted. 

II. IMPROVEMENT OF EFFORT 
A State's allotment would also be reduced 

if it failed to increase its effort in the second 
and third fiscal years of the program by a 
fixed percentage (equal to the average an
nual increase in the national effort, over the 
5-fiscal-year 'period beginning July 1, 1956, 
and ending June 30, 1961, inclusive) unless, · 
in either such year, it exerts the same or 
greater effort as the Nation as a whole, or 
makes an expenditure per public school 
pupil which exceeds the national average 
expenditure per such pupil by 10 percent. 

The reduction bears the same relat ion to 
the sum otherwise allocable to the State, 
( 1) as the difference between the State's 
effort and the national effort bears to the 
national effort, or (2) if it would result in a 
smaller reduction, as the difference between 
the State's expenditure per public school 
pupil and 110 percent of the national ex
penditure per public school pupil, bears to 
1 percent of the national expenditure per 
public school child. 

For example, if a State's average effort 
during the base years is 3.60 percent and 
the national average annual increase in 
effort between 1957 and 1961 was 0.14 per
cent, the State would oo required to increase 
to 3.60 percent plus 0.14 percent, or 3.74 
percent, during the allocation year. If it 
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actually increased to only 3.68 percent, and 
if the national average effort for the alloca
tion year is 4.0'7 percent, the State's alloca
tion is reduced 

(4.07%-3.68%) 
4.07o/o 

or 10 percent. However, 1f this State's ex
penditure per pupil is $460 and if 110 per
cent of the national average expenditure 
per pupil is $532, the reduction is 

($532-$490) 
$532 

or 8 percent. In this example, if the State's 
expenditure per pupil is $532 or more, it 
does not receive any reduction for failing to 
increase its effort. ' 

If the total reduction for failing to main
tain effort amounts to 10 percent and the 
reduction for failing to increase effort 
amounts to 11 percent, the total allocation 
otherwise due the State is reduced 21 per
cent (10 percent plus 11 percent=21 per
cent). 

ni. MAXIMUM REDUCTION 

No State would have its allotment for any 
year reduced under these provisions by 
more than one-third. For example, if the 
sum of the reductions under maintenance 
and increase of effort totaled 40 percent, the 
State's reduction would be 33% percent of 
its allotment. 

Mr. MORSE. The Senator from Ohio 
may be assured that that section is in 
the bill to prevent an attempt on the 
part of a State to pass the burden of 
supporting its schools on the basis of 
its present effort to the taxpayers of the 
country as a whole. It is intended to 
help the Federal funds from becoming 
a substitute for State and local funds. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. MORSE. Will the Senator from 
Vermont yield me 1 more minute? 

Mr. PROUTY. I yield 1 additional 
minute to the Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. MORSE. There is one other mat
ter that I believe, as Senator in charge 
of the bill, it would be very unfair of 
me not to comment upon. It has not 
been commented upon by anyone else. 
The record ought to be clear even if a 
Senator would use the statement as a 
basis for not voting for the bill. I owe 
it to the Senate to give all the facts I 
have available. 

Let us face up to it. There are States 
making present allocations to educa
tion. Section 106(a) of the bill makes 
it important that they continue at least 
to maintain that effort. If they do not 
maintain and increase their efforts at 
least as much as the national increase 
in effort, they are not going to get the 
same amount of money under the bill 
as they would if they did maintain and 
increase that effort. One of the things 
that I like about the Prouty amendment 
as modified is that it makes very clear 
that the Federal money will go to the 
States to be commingled with State 
funds and to be spent by the States in 
accordance with State policy in support 
of its public school system. 

The basic Taft principle that we main
tained in the Senate in 1947, in 1949, 
and last year, in 1959, is that the money 
will be turned over to the States. 

Now, why not adopt the Prouty 
amendment? We k,now this is a question 
of bookkeeping. Suppose the Prouty 

amendment is not agreed to, and the 
problem which someone stated at my 
desk a few moments ago is raised. I 
was asked, "WAYNE, do you really sup
port the idea of Federal aid to educa
tion to pay the salaries of janitors?" 
My answer was, "Of course. It is nec
essary to have janitors in the school
house. They have to be paid." What 
difference does it make whether Fed
eral funds are commingled with State 
educational funds, so that with respect 
to this particular item it will not be nec
essary to keep a separate set of books to 
provide for the payment of janitors 
from State funds and the payment of 
teachers from Federal funds; and the 
payment for microscopes and chemicals 
for the laboratory from State funds, but 
the payment for school construction 
from Federal funds? 

Let us be realistic. Certainly the 
funds should be commingled. So long 
as the money will be spent for public 
schools, it should be possible to say to 
the State authorities, "You may keep 
one set of books. You do not have to go 
to the extra expense of maintaining a 
separate bookkeeping system." 

The amendment offered by the Sena
tor from Vermont provides economical 
management. But also it is a test of 
the good faith of the authors of the bill 
and the supporters of the bill in com
mittee as to whether we meant it when 
we say we will write into the bill abso
lute guarantees that the States will 
have the control of their public school 
systems. 

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, the 
distinguished Senator from Oregon has 
made an eloquent, logical, and persua
sive statement. I hope Senators will 
give his remarks the attention they 
merit. 

My purpose, from the start, has been 
to maintain maximum controls within 
the States themselves, with only the 
money to be provided by the Federal 
Government. My State of Vermont in
sists upon State control over its educa
tional policies. Vermont intends to con
tinue to insist upon that approach to 
education. I think that is the view of 
the overwhelming number of States 
throughout the Nation. 

Mr. President, how much time have I 
remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Vermont has 14 minutes 
remaining. 

Mr. PROUTY. I yield 5 minutes to 
the distinguished junior Senator from 
New York. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, I rec
ognize the argument of those who have 
indicated that this amendment, if 
adopted, will increase the area of Fed
eral control beyond what is provided in 
the original bill. I do not agree with 
that argument. It strikes me that the 
amendment would tend to eliminate 
rather than to expand the possibilities 
of Federal control of education. The 
amendment follows pretty much what 
has been spoken of as the Taft formula, 
which was embodied in the substitute 
amendment offered by my colleague, the 
distinguished Senator from New York 

[Mr. JAVITS], and the distinguished Sen
ator from Kentucky [Mr. CooPER). 

The bill as now written provides for a 
degree of control, if we are to say that 
control exists in limiting the . use of the 
funds. In other words, the bill as now 
written provides for a certain degree of 
control so far as the States are required 
to spend Federal funds for construction, 
teachers' salaries, and experimental and 
pilot projects alone. 

The proposal of the Senator from Ver
mont would restore to the State educa
tional authorities full control and full 
power to determine where Federal funds 
could best be used within their States. 
I believe the State education depart
ments are better fitted to reach such 
decisions on their own with a view to -the 
separate needs of the different States 
than is a Senate committee or, indeed, 
the entire Senate meeting in Washing- 
ton. 

Furthermore, Mr. President, Dr. Edgar 
Fuller, Executive Secretary of the Coun
cil of Chief State School Officers, made 
this very point himself on March 9 in 
testimony before the Education Subcom
mittee of the Senate Committee on Labor 
and Public Welfare. Dr. Fuller repre
sents the State superintendents and 
State commissioners of education of the 
50 States and the chief school officers 
of Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, the 
Canal Zone, Guam, and American Samoa. 
They are the legal officers of the States 
and territories for public elementary and 
secondary education and will be respon
sible for administration on the State 
level of any Federal aid-to-education 
bilL 

Dr. Fuller, their representative, has 
pointed out that these chief State school 
officers believe there should be a free
dom of choice in the State as to how 
these funds should be allocated. As Dr. 
Fuller pointed out: 

If the school district should have a bill 
of $10,000 a year for interest on bonds for 
buildings that had been built to last them 
for the next 10 or 20 years, it seems to me 
entirely reasonable and in accord with the 
spirit of this bill to allow the States to have 
as an additional option the payment of in
terest on bonds that have made the building 
possible. 

There can be no hard-and-fast answer 
to these problems that will apply across 
the country. Therefore, I believe we 
should leave this crucial authority, this 
right to decide exactly how Federal funds 
may be used, with the responsible State 
officials who are themselves overwhelm
ingly 'in support of this kind of amend
ment. 

I believe the amendment of the Sena
tor from Vermont should be supported. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 

is under control. 
Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I yield 

1 minute to the Senator from Maryland. 
Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, a par

liamentary inquiry. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Maryland will state it. 
Mr. BUTLER. Do I correctly under

stand that the Prouty substitute amend
ment is the pending business? 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator is correct. 
Mr. BUTLER. If there is a voice vote 

on the Prouty substitute amendment, 
may we then have a yea-and-nay vote 
on the Prouty amendment as -amended? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the 
Prouty substitute amendment is agreed 
to. 

Mr. BUTLER. Would it be in order 
now to ask for the yeas and nays on the 
Prouty amendment as amended? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator request the yeas and nays on 
the Prouty substitute? , 

Mr. BUTLER. It is not my desire to 
do that; but after the substitute has 
been a:greed to, I will ask for the yeas 
and nays, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas 
and nays have already been ordered 
on the Prouty amendment. 

Mr. MORSE. On the Prouty amend
ment. If the Prouty substitute is agreed 
to by a voice vote, then we will have 
the yeas and nays on the Prouty amend
ment as amended. 

Mr. BUTLER. It was my under
standing that the yeas and nays had 
been ordered on the Prouty amendment 
B, and that the substitute for that is 
now pending. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
senator from Maryland is correct. 

Mr. BUTLER. Have the yeas and 
nays been ordered on the pending sub
stitute? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No. 
Mr. BUTLER. They have not been 

ordered? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. No. 
Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I yield 

myself 2 minutes. 
In further opposition to the Prouty 

amendment, I should like to make this 
comment. Its adoption will certainly 
result in important changes in the bill 
itself. I refer to page 21 of the bill, in 
which the definition of "elementary and 
secondary education" is contained. 

(8) The terms "school facilities" and 
"public school facilities" means classrooms 
and related facilities (including furniture, 
instructional materials other than textbooks, 
equipment, machinery, and utilities neces
sary or appropriate for school purposes) for 
public schools, and .interests in land (in
cluding site, grading, and improvement) on 
which such facilities are constructed. 

That language will have to be changed, 
because these functions clearly will be 
within the meaning of expenditure of 
funds as indicated by the amendment. 
The same is true of the following: 

Such terms shall include gymnasiums and 
similar facilities, except those intended pri
marily for exhibitions for which admission 
is to be charged to the general public. 

So they will be included; and if it is 
said it is not a cost of maintenance, the 
simple expedient of leasing those fa
cilities could be resorted to. The pay
ments under the law will be the cost of 
operation, and the moneys will be avail
able for all the purposes which are pres
ently excluded in the bill. 

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HRUSKA. I yield. 

Mr. PROUTY. Did I correctly under
stand the Senator to say that the funds 
provided by my amendment could be 
used for · the construction of gym
nasiums? 

Mr. HRUSKA. No; but they could be 
used for the purpose of leasing gymna
siums, because the payments tinder the 
leasing agreement would be a part of the 
cost of operating the school system. 

Mr. PROUTY. That is correct; I mis
understood the Senator. 

Mr. HRUSKA. Many statements have 
been made to the e1Iect that no control 
will be exercised by the Federal agencies 
in that respect. I ask unanimous con
sent that the testimony of Allen P. 
Burkhardt, superintendent of the Nor
folk, Nebr., public schools at the time 
he testified on July 16, 1958, before 
the Subcommittee on Education of the 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
be printed at this point in the RECORD. 
This testimony is an excerpt from pages 
63 and 64 of the hearings of that day. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

UNITED STATES SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON EDUCATION 

OF THE COMMITTEE ON LABoR 
AND PuBLIC WELFARE, 

Washington, D.C. 
I have always been opposed to Federal 

aid for schools or education in any form. I 
am opposed to general aid, and also opposed 
to the present bill which calls for aid for 
school construction purposes. It's my feel
ing that the communities of Nebraska and, 
for that matter, of the entire United States 
are better able to build their own school 
buildings than is Uncle Sam. There isn't 
a school district in the United States in as 
bad shape, financially, as the Federal Gov
ernment. Furthermore, if we ever accept 
aid from Washington, we will have to ex
pect to accept accompanying control. Con
trary to what some people try to say, there 
is no such thing as Federal aid without 
Federal control. 

A good example is in the field of voca
tional agriculture and home economics. We 
receive Federal aid through the State de
partment of education in the amount of 
about 27 or 28 percent of the teachers' sala
ries in these two departments. In order 
to get this money we have to accept and 
adopt the course of study outlined and 
specified by the Federal Government, 
through the State department. We have 
to permit inspection trips by State employ
ees who receive part of their money from 
the Federal Government. We have to hire 
teachers whose qualifications are approved 
by the same groups. We have to send our 
teachers to conferences designated by those 
authorities. If we have night classes, they 
have to be operated according to the rules 
of the Federal and State departments. In 
other words, we are perfectly able to work 
out our own course of study in all other 
fields, including science, mathematics, Eng
lish, and other technical fields because we 
don't get any Federal aid-but, because we 
get Federal aid for agriculture and home 
economics, we have to accept courses of 
study worked out by other people. We, also, 
have to accept supervision from the outside 
in those fields, while in every other field 
we are trusted to do our own supervision. 
Other examples of control in these fields 
are these: We are told how long our periods 
of recitation have to be-that's not true in 
any other field; we are told how large the 
classrooms and the shops have to be, what 
type of equipment we have to have, even 

the type of fioor in the rooms. We are told 
about how much money to spend per stu
dent. We are not allowed to use the teach
ers in those departments in any other fields , 
except home economics, or agriculture. If 
we do, we lose our aid money. 

If all the above doesn't constitute control 
from Washington, then at least it's a rea
sonable facsimile thereof. The school lunch 
program, veterans ' aid for college students, 
etc., are all examples of aid with control. 
There is no such thing as aid without con
trol and, for that matter, there probably 
should be control with aid. My whole story 
is that we don't need the aid, and since we 
don't need it, why should we ask for it and 
then give up local control of the schools in 
the process. 

ALLEN P . BURKHARDT, 
Superintendent, Norfolk Public Schools, 

Norfolk, Nebr. 

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, finally 
it has been suggested that this is a par
allel case, again, with the expenditure 
of funds under Public Law 874. I most 
respectfully contend that it is not a par
allel. Under the instant bill, payment 
will be made to a single State agency, 
which must enter into an agreement. 
The agreement will not be e1Iective until 
it has been approved by the State Com
missioner of Education. Under Public 
Law 874, that is not the case. There 
the Department of Education deals di
rectly with the school district which is 
federally impacted. No such inter
mediary is provided in the pending bill. 

So there is that difference, and there is 
no parallel between those two situations. 

Mr. President, unless there are fur
ther requests for time, I am prepared 
to yield back the remainder of the time 
under my control. 

Mr. PROUTY. I should like to say a 
further word. 

Mr. President, the amendment I have 
proposed, as amended by the Senator 
from Oregon, will reserve to the States 
the right to control their educational 
systems. 

I believe this bill is a States rights 
bill, insofar as education is concerned. 
That is why I o1Iered the amendment. 
I believe the amendment should be 
adopted; and I hope very much that a 
majority of the Members of the Senate 
will vote for the amendment. 

Mr. President, I yield back the re
mainder of the time under my control. 

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I do 
likewise. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. MET
CALF in the chair) . All remaining time 
on the amendment of the Senator from 
Vermont has been yielded back. 

The question now is on agreeing to 
the motion of the Senator from Vermont 
that his amendment be amended. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question now is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the Senator from Ver
mont, as amended. On this question, 
the yeas and nays have been ordered. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll . • 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 
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Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous corisent that the o'rder for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
Prouty amendment, as amended. On 
this question, the yeas and nays have 
been ordered; and the clerk will call the 
roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the 1·oll. 

Bennett · ' 
Boggs 
Bridges 
Butler 
Byrd, Va. 
Capehart 
Carlson 
case, s. oak. 
Clark 
Cdtton 
Curtis 
Dodd 
Douglas 

NAYS-39 
Dworshak Morton 
Eastland Mundt 
Ellender Robertson 
Ervin Russell 
Goldwater Schoeppel 
Hickenlooper Scott 
Hickey Smathers 
Holland Smith, Maine 
Hruska ·. Stennis 
Jordan Talmadge 
Kefauver Thurmond 
McClellan Williams, Del. 
Miller Young, N. Oak. 

NOT VOTING-10 Mr. SALTONSTALL (when his name 
was called) . On this vote I am paired !~foet~ g~~tfs~rn 
with the senior Senator from Vermont Blakley Magnuson 

McGee 
Saltonstall 

LMr. AIKEN]. If he were present and Chavez Mansfield 
voting, he would vote "yea." If I were So the Prouty amendment, as amend-
permitted to vote, I would vote "nay." ed, was agreed to. 
Therefore, I withhold my vote. Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, I move 

The rollcall was concluded. to reconsider the vote by which the 
Mr. MANSFIELD. On this vote I amendment was agreed to. 

have a pair with the distinguished mi- Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I move 
nority leader, the Senator from Illinois to lay that motion on the table. 
[Mr. DIRKSEN] . If he were present and - The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. MET
voting, he would vote "nay." If I were CALF in the chair). The question is on 
pexmitted to vote, I would vote "yea." agreeing to the motion to lay on the 
Therefore, I withhold my vote. table the motion to reconsider. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I announce that The motion to lay on the table was 
the Senator from New Mexico. [Mr. agreed to. 
CHAVEZ], the Senator from Washmgton several senators addressed the Chair. 
I Mr. MAGNUSON] , and the Senator from The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Wyoming [Mr. McGEE], are absent on senator from Montana is recognized. 
official business. Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

I further announce that the Senator yield to the senator from Florida [Mr. 
from Texas [Mr. BLAKLEY) is necessarily HOLLAND]. 
absent. 

I further announce that, if present -
and voting, the Senator from New Mex- COMMEMORATION OF THE GOLDEN 
ico [Mr. CHAVEZ), the Senator from ANNIVERSARY OF NAVAL AVIA-
Washington [Mr. MAGNUSON] , and the TION 
Senator from Wyoming [Mr. McGEE] 
would each vote "yea," and the Senator 
from Texas [Mr. BLAKLEY] _ would vote 
''nay." 

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the 
Senator from Vermont [Mr. AIKEN] is 
absent on official business and his pair 
has been previously announced by the 
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. SAL
TONSTALL]. 

The Senator from Colorado [Mr. AL
LOTT] and the Senator from Kentucky 
[Mr. CooPER] are necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIRK
SEN] is absent because of illness and his 
pair has been previously announced by 
the Senator from Montana [Mr. MANS
FIELD]. 

On this vote the Senator from Ken
tucky [Mr. CooPER] is paired with the 
Senator from Colorado [Mr. ALLOTT]. 
If present and voting,· the Senator from 
Kentucky would vote "yea," and the Sen
ator from Colorado would vote "nay." 

The result was announced-yeas 51, 
n ays 39, as follows: 

Anderson 
Bartlett 
Beall 
Bible 
Burdick 
Bush 
Byrd, W.Va. 
Cannon 
Carroll 
Case, N.J. 
Church 
Engle 
Pong 
Fell bright 
Gore 
Gruenlng 
Hart 

[No.47] 
YEAS-51 

Hartke 
Hayden 
Hill 
Humphrey 
Jackson 
Javlts 
Johnston 
Keating 
Kerr 
Kuchel 
Lausche 
Long, Mo. 
Long, Hawaii 
Long, La. 
McCarthy 
McNamara 
Metcalf 

Monroney 
Morse 
Moss 
Muskie 
Neuberger 
Pastore 
Pell 
Prouty 
Proxmlre 
Randolph 
Smith, Mass. 
Sparkman 
Symington 
Wiley . 
Williams, N.J. 
Yarborough 
Young, Ohio 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I 
have conferred with the leadership on 
both sides, and the leadership is agree
able to the immediate consideration of 
Calendar No. 249, which I can explain in 
about half a minute. 

The joint resolution <H.J. Res. 398) 
would permit the manufacture of a gal
vano, which I understand to be a very 
fine ornamental copper-plated artifact, 
for presentation at Pensacola on the 
celebration of the 50th anniversary of 
naval aviation, all at the expense of the 
citizens of Pensacola. 

The measure has been unanimously 
approved by the House, and now comes 
from the Senate Committee on Banking 
and Currency with a unanimous recom
mendation. The work needs to be done 
prior to the celebration, which will take 
place June 6. I believe there is no 
objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
resolution will be stated by title for the 
information of the Senate. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A joint reso
lution (H.J. Res. 398) authorizing the 
manufacture and presentation of a gal
vano in commemoration of the golden 
anniversary of naval aviation. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate pro
ceed to the consideration of the joint 
resolution, with the understanding that 
if there is objection to the request I shall 
be glad to withdraw it. · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. · Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Florida? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the joint resolu-

tion, Which was ordered to a third read
ing, was read the third time. and passed. 

The preamble was agreed to. 

ALABAMA RACIAL AGITATION 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, the 

recent events in Alabama have brought 
sharp criticism of the white people of 
Alabama from many sources, including 
large segments of the national press and 
high-placed officials of the national ad
ministration. It is imperative that all 
involved in the situation in Alabama
members of both races-exercise re
straint and refrain from further vio
lence, whatever may be the extent of 
aggravation. Violence plays into the 
hands of the agitators, for the horrors 
created by the picture of an angry mob 
effectively shield from the public all the 
evil instigation which lies at the root of 
the trouble. · 

The cxiticism and derision directed at 
the people of Alabama by much of the 
national press and the administration 
officials ignore the obvious fact, how
ever, that this is not a one-sided issue. 
The self -styled freedom riders set out 
deliberately to create trouble at all costs. 
Their avowed purpose, publicly ex
pressed, was not to work toward the cre
ation of better race relations, but to 
incite incidents. They, as were the law
breaking participants in the sit-ins, 
were encouraged by both a large part of 
the press and the administration. In 
fact, the bus-borne agitators consulted 
with the Interstate Commerce Commis
sion and the Attorney General before 
they began the agitation trip. There can 
be no question that the purpose of the 
sponsoring organization, CORE, was to 
create trouble at all costs·and it succeed
ed. It ill behooves those who conspired 
and cooperated in begetting the violence 
to exhibit such a self-righteous attitude 
when it occurs. 

Even as the situation is beginning to 
subside, leaders of the agitating Con
gress on Racial Equality have announced 
that they are sending another group of 
bus riders to Alabama, with the obvious 
purpose of further attempting to incite 
riots and violence. Their purpose is not 
interstate transportation, but to keep 
alive the high tensions and passions 
which their predecessors have aroused. 
If the administration has any real de
sire to prevent further trouble, these 
people should be advised by the admin
istration to stay at home, and the bus 
load in Alabama should be advised to go 
home. 

Mr. President, a front-page ·editorial 
in the News and Courier of Charleston, 
S.C., on May 22, 1961, entitled "Inter
vention in Alabama," objectively analyzes 
the events in Alabama. It illustrates 
again that some of the most infamous 
crimes against mankind are committed 
in the name of freedom. I am in thor
ough accord with this editorial, which 
r eads as follows: 

INTERVENTION IN ALABAMA 
Though it was unwilling to intervene ef

fectively in Communist ·Cuba, the u.s. 
Government moved armed men into Ala
bama despite the protest of the Governor of 
that State. Outside demonstrators, using 
the familiar scheme of starting riots in or-
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der to demand protection, . furnished the 
pretext to invade State authority. 

President Kennedy acted under an 1871. 
(reconstruction) statute empowering Fed
eral intervention to quell disorder in a State .. 

The face of white mobs of Birmingham 
and Montgomery is ugly. That 1s the face 
of Alabama and the South being shown the 
world today. Mobs are ugly in any race or 
nation. What lies behind the mobs in Ala-
bama is even uglier. ' 

Back of the freedom riders is an organiza
tion called CORE (Congress of Racial Equal
ity). In its high command are people with 
records of Red front affiliation. Whether 
any of them could be convicted in court is 
beside the point. The turmoil in Alabama is 
following the pattern that Communists all 
over the world pursue in setting up for the 
kill. 

Once they seize power, Communists per
mit neither disorder nor protest. Those who 
don't like Red rule and 20th century slavery 
disappear in dungeons or unmarked graves. 

We do not say that white and Negro dem
onstrators, including earnest college stu
dents of both races, are Communists or even 
conscious tools of communism. Like many 
others today, they confuse freedom, social 
justice, and democracy with subversion and 
revolution. Perhaps they are only muddle
headed idealists and fiery youths in search 
of excitement. But they are being used to 
tear out the vitals of the Republic. 

If State and local authorities are sup
pressed-as happens with dispatch of U.S. 
marshals to Alabama--the whole country 
could be brought under central police con
trol. This would simplify enormously the 
mission of revolutionists. Subversion and 
seizure at the top would be far simpler than 
taking America State by State. 

Communist leaders know this. That is 
why they welcome, if indeed they did not 
engineer, such incidents as occurred at Bir-
mingham and Montgomery. · -

Someday, as Lenin predicted, our country 
may fall like ripe fruit into the lap of com
munism. Russian soldiers need not tramp 
our streets. Occupying forces could wear 
the badge of the U.S. Government-as they 
do today in the State capital of Alabama. 

Do v;e then despair for freedom? Not 
yet. A little time remains to waken the 
American people. While the alarms are 
ringing, southerners of both races must 
guard the homes and firesides. They must 
not succumb to hatred and violence. The 
deep reservoir of respect and affection still 
can save white and Negro skins. 

Economic changes already are at work. 
They will bring gradually and peaceably 
many of the things that militant race lead
ers are trying to ram through by force. 
These things cannot prevail without an at
mosphere of good will. 

Meanwhile, our people should :hot fall into 
traps set with Red bait. Despite provoca
tion, calm heads on both sides must hold 
the line. Southerners whose forebears rode 
our Reconstruction can endure hardship and 
humiliation. They also must maintain 
civilized decency and human kindness. 

These people and these qualities will help 
to save the Republic if it can be saved. The 
goal is worth the gamble. 

Mr. President, it is about time the 
administration started tempering its ac
tions and enthusiasm with a little ma
ture judgment. 

I thank the distinguished majority 
leader for yielding_ to me. 

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING 
SENATE ~ESSIONS 

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, I most 
respectfully invite the attention of Sen

CVII--547 

ators to a section from the Legislative 
Reorganization Act that reads as fol
lows: 

No. standing committee of the Senate or the 
:aouse, except the Committee on Rules of 
the House, shall sit without special leave, 
while the Senate or the House, as the case 
many be, is in session. 

In commenting on that part of the 
law of the land the volume "Senate 
Procedures" states as follows: 

No standinci committee shall sit wit hout 
special leave while the Senate is in ses 
sion, which rule applies also to subcom
mittees of standing committees. Permis
sion t o sit while the Senate is in session 
includes all meetings, wheth er for h earings 
or the t r ansaction of business. 

Members of the minority, exercising 
their rights under the rules, in the past 
several days and weeks have interposed 
objections with the minority leader to 
the holding of committee meetings of 
the Senate while the Senate is in ses
sion. They were clearly within their 
rights in doing so, and the minority was 
clearly within its rights in objecting to 
any committee of the Senate holding 
hearings of any kind, with, of course, the 
single exception of the Committee on 
Appropriations. Such · objection has 
been lodged from time to time on this 
side of the aisle. 

··The minority reg;rets to state that in
formation has come to it which appar
ently indicates that some committees 
have purpo1~ted to sit without right, and 
·in violation of objections taken in ac
-cordance with the law of the Senate. 

Mr. President, such an action by any 
committee is wrong. It is in violation 
of the law of this land, and it is against 
the rules of the Senate. The minority 
leader, and the acting minority leader, 
speaking for the minority leader, urge 
Senators scrupulously to follow the rules 
with respect to the meetings of commit
tees during session of the Senate. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
-the Senator yield? 

Mr. KUCHEL. I yield to my able 
friend the majority leader. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I am wholeheart
·edly in accord with what the distin
guished acting minority leader has said. 
Last week on several occasions the mi
nority leader, the able Senator from Il
linois [Mr. DIRKSEN], raised objections 
to the sitting of committees during the 
session of the Senate, and stated that 
he would object to such procedure dur
ing the course of the consideration of 
the aid-to-education bill. In his objec
tion I concur. 

Frankly, I must admit that I do not 
know of any committees which have been 
meeting, but if any committees have 
been meeting, I wish they would heed 
the objection on the part of the minor
ity leader and the acting minority leader, 
and also on the part of the majority 
leader, who concurs with the action of 
Senators on the other side of the aisle, 
so I hope the joint endeavor will be suf
ficient. · 

Mr. KUCHEL. I thank my able 
friend, ·the distinguished majority leader, 
for the comments he has made. There 
should be no such thing as a subcommit
tee of a committee of the Senate sitting 

while the Senate is in session in the 
absence of complete Senate approval; 
and that statement goes for all pur
poses. That is the rule. That is the 
law. And they must be observed. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. KUCHEL. I yield to the Senator 
from Oregon. 

Mr. MORSE. May I have the atten
tion of the majority leader and the act
ing minority leader, in order that I may 
give a small amount of free legal advice? 
I think the committee chairman of any 
full committee or subcommittee who 
might be conducting a hearing while the 
Senate is in session without the approval 
of the Senate ought to know that com
mittee funds cannot be paid out for the 
services of an official reporter or, for that 
matter, for any services at all, and Sena
tors who participated in such a hearing, 
if a test were made, would have to pay 
such expense out of their own pockets. 

Mr. KUCHEL. The Senator is, of 
course, correct in the point he makes. 

Mr. President, the illegality cuts across 
any function which might be performed 
by a committee or a subcommittee at
tempting to meet in the absence of the 
approval of the Senate. 

I yield to my able friend, the Senator 
from Nebraska. 
· Mr. HRUSKA. If there is illegality in 
'the holding of committee sessions under 
those circumstances, would not a motion 
lie to expunge from the records of the 
committee any testimony taken at such 
an illegal hearing; and should not such a 
'motion or request be complied with? 

Mr. KUCHEL. In my judgment the 
Senator from Nebraska is correct. 
Since, in the absence of approval, there 
is no authority whatsoever for such a 
meeting to be held, no one subsequently 
could contend that a meeting of that 
committee was held. 

Mr. HRUSKA. When the Senator 
from Nebraska says "expunged'' he 
means physically and literally taken out 
o~ the record, and permanently removed. 

Mr. KUCHEL. Vitiated and extir
pated. 

SUDETEN GERMAN DAY, 1961 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, the 
Sudeten German Day, 1961, which takes 
place on Whitsuntide, May 20-23, 1961, 
in Cologne in the German Federal Re
public, is an expression of the will of the 
Sudeten German expellees to seek friend
ship and cooperation with the exiles of 
the Czech and Slovak peoples. The Su
deten Germans are awarding the Charles 
IV-Prize to the President of the Slovak 
League of America, Mr. Philip A. Hrobak. 
Two years ago, the receiver of this award 
was the Chancellor of the Federal Re
public of Austria, the Honorable Dr. 
Julius Raab. 

The 3.3 million Sudeten German peo
ple lived for many centuries in the Su
detenland, the border regions of Bo
hemia and Moravia, while the 7 million 
Czechs lived in the inner parts of these 
countr ies. These long centuries havG 
been a time of cooperation and inter
marriage between these two nations, 
and the time of Charles IV, Bohemian 
King and German Emperor, has been 
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one of the period of flower of this 
cooperation~ 

The unhappy events of World War II 
interrupted this cooperation. In 1945, 
the Communists deported the ·3.3 million 
Sudeten Germans from their old home
land. Today, over 2 million Sudeten 
Germans live in West Germany. They 
have built up their existences in their 
temporary new homeland and reached 
considerable influence in the new demo
cratic Federal Republic of Germany. 
They have their representatives in the 
Landtags and in the state governments, 
in the Federal Bundestag, and their 
President, Dr. Ing. Hans-Christoph See
bohm, was one of the cofounders of the 
new Germany and has been cabinet 
member of the German Federal Govern
ment for 12 years, as only Chancellor 
Adenauer and Vice Chancellor Erhard 
have been. 

Since the start of their political ac
tivities, the Sudeten German expellees 
have been one of the main pillars of 
German democracy, of anticommunism 
and also of free enterprise. They came 
with bare hands to West Germany, yet 
did not embrace socialism, but built up 
their existences in private free economy, 
through hard work, in a truly pioneer
ing spirit of free men. 

Since the time they engaged in poli
tical work, the Sudeten German expel
lees have been friends of the United 
States and of the people of this coun
try. They have-in their numerous con
tacts with U.S. statesmen and in their 
publications-recommended a clear so
ber policy of abolishment of both com
munism and war and were not seduced 
to lead a pretended phony anti-Com
munist :fight as many of the leftwing 
former pro-Communist refugees have 
been. 

The Sudeten Germans have sought 
not only the cooperation with America. 
They hope and work to achieve a 
close friendly cooperation with the rep
resentatives of the Czech and Slovak 
peoples and with all the nations of for
mer Austria-Hungary and former 
Czechoslovakia. They have set up aims 
for a future arrangement in Europe, 
once again free, which could unite all 
nations of Central and Eastern Europe: 
First, the establishment of full political 
and economic freedom and of conditions 
as they had existed before the Nazi and 
Communist measures in Europe. Sec
ond, full self-determination right to any 
people, and, at the same time, coopera
tion in territorial confederations. The 
Sudeten Germans, moreover, believe that 
it is their duty, because they are in a 
position to do so, to help the Czech, 
Slovak, Polish, Hungarian, Ukrainian, 
and all other exiles in· their struggle for 
freedom and self-determination of their 
presently subjugated nations. 

Mr. President, I hope that the Sudeten 
German political work will be a success 
in the interest of all of us and I give 
my best wishes to the Sudeten Germans 
for their Sudeten German Day in 
Cologne. 

I would like to include at this point an 
article. written by the President of the 

Sudeten German National Union, Dr. 
Hans-Christoph Seebohm, in the· Sudeten 
German Bulletin of May 1961: 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
SUDETEN GERMAN DAYS 1961 IN COLOGNE 

Continuing a 12-years tradition, the Sude
ten German Association has again sum
moned Sudetenlanders from Germany and 
other parts of the free West to participate 
in this year's 4-day rally to be held during 
Pentecost in the Rhine city of Cologne. 

Highlights of the program are lectures by 
German university professors on questions 
related to Germany and the expellees, con
certs, folk dances and songs, awarding of 
the Sudeten German Kulturpreise (cultural 
prizes) and the Sudeten German Karl's 
Prize. Members of the German Federal 
Government and expellee leaders will ad
dress the convention on Cologne's fair 
grounds, climaxing the rally on Sunday, 
May 21. 

Events will be brought to a close by a 
demonstration for Berlin in the form of a 
torchlight procession of Sudeten German 
youth, Berlin's Mayor Willy Brandt will be 
a guest speaker on the evening of the Ber
lin demonstration. 

The motto under which this year's Su
deten German Days will be held is: Unity, 
Justice, Freedom. 

OVERSEA MILITARY INSTALLA
TIONS 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, shortly 
after taking office in January, Secretary 
McNamara undertook a study of over
sea installations with a view to closing 
or consolidating certain activities. With 
the changing nature of military require
ments, this must be a continual proc
ess. 

It appeared to me at that time that 
there were several types of installations 
which could be closed without damage 
to our security, but which would save 
much money for our Government. I 
thought this was particularly true of 
the many hotels and lodges operated 
abroad by the Armed Forces. 

As a result of World War II and post
war activities, the armed services ac
quired, by confiscation or oth~rwise, a 
great many hotels, castles, and other fa
cilities scattered around the world. 
While these may have served a useful 
purpose at one time, it appeared to me 
that their usefulness had been, in many 
instances, outlived and that they now 
constitute an unnecessary expense and 
manpower drain. 

Ostensibly these hotels are for hous
ing personnel on official duty in travel 
status, or on temporary duty in various 
locations where regular BOQ type ac
commodations may not be available, and 
where commercial hotel facilities are 
unsuitable. 

With these thoughts in mind, I wrote 
to Secretary McNamara on February 4, 
1961, suggesting that these hotels be 
included in the list of oversea installa
tions being studied for possible closing 
or consolidation. I ask unanimous con
sent to have the letter printed in the 
RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered t-o be printed in the RECORD, 
~ fol~ows: ·' 

FEBRUARY 4, 1961. 
Han. ROBERT S. MCNAMARA, 
Secretary of Defense, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR. MR. SECRETARY: It has come to my 
at'tention that you are now engaged in a 
study of oversea bases and installations with 
a view to closing or consolidating certain 
installations. 

Among the types of installations which, it 
appears to me, could be closed without in
terfering with the efficiency of the armed 
services are certain hotels and similar hous
ing accommodations which no longer serve 
a. necessary purpose. · 

There is, for example, as you know, a 
rather large commercial hotel operated by the 
Army in Tokyo. There is a commercial hotel 
operated by the Air Force in Madrid. One 
of the services, I believe the Army, operates 
a hotel in Nuremburg. There are, I am sure, 
others. 

These hotels and similar installations may 
well have served a useful purpose at one time, 
but it appears to me that there are sufficient 
accommodations near these cities to house 
transients or TDY personnel. On the other 
hand, there are commercial hotels operated 
by business interests in these cities for the 
accommodation of tourists, including serv
ice personnel and their families. 

I am sure you will find a great many in
stallations of this type, the operation of 
which contributes to our imbalance of pay
ments and gold drain and which do not add 
materially to the efficiency of our armed 
services units or personnel overseas. 

Sincerely, 
ALBERT GORE. 

P.S.-The rates charged in the above are 
ridiculous. 

Mr. GORE. On February 27, 1961, 
Secretary McNamara's Deputy, Mr. Gil
patric, wrote to me to say that, although 
the Pentagon had no information about 
these installations, the matter was being 
studied, and reports from the field had 
been requested. 

These reports, when later received, re
vealed that there were about 57 facilities 
of the type I had in mind. Also, from 
the fiscal information furnished at that 
time, it would appear that some of these 
facilities were being operated at a profit. 
This fiscal information, it occurred to 
me, would not stand close scrutiny. 

I ask unanimous consent to have the 
letter printed in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 
Washington, D.C., February 27, 1961. 

Hon. ALBERT GORE, 
U.S. Senate. 

DEAR SENATOR GORE: Following our tele
phone conversation last Friday, I am writing 
to provide the information that we have been 
able to collect thus far in response to your 
letter about the operations of hotels and 
similar facilities by the military departments 
overseas. 

Since the information that you requested 
in your letter is not available within the 
Pentagon, I directed an inquiry to all over
sea commands. Replies disclose 57 facilities 
of the kind about which you inquired, oper
ated by the Army and the Air Force; no such 
facilities are operated by the Navy. Cost 
figures were furnished for 30 of these 57 
facilities and showed a total cost of opera
tions of approximately $7,900,000 against an 
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estimated annual income of $9,100,000. In
come is based on actual charges to occupants, 
most of which are quite nominal as you sug
gest, plus per diem deduction made during 
periods of such occupancy by personnel on 
temporary duty or in travel status. 

It appears, therefore, from the information 
that we have been able to obtain to date that 
the net effect of continued operation of these 
installations is to reduce the imbalance of 
payments and the gold drain on the United 
States. 

Your letter mentioned several locations 
such as Nuremburg, Germany, where the U.S. 
Army hotel is located. This facility is a 252-
bed installation provided by the German 
Government at no cost. Gross operating 
costs for fiscal year 1960 amounted to $504,-
216, including $67,000 0. & M. costs. Total 
receipts, including deductions for per diem, 
amounted to $611,695 thus indicating a fa
vorable balance of $107,479. The facility was 
utllized for 63,500 guest days during the 
period and each guest averaged 2 days occu
pancy. At Madrid, Spain, where Air Force 
operates the Balboa Hotel similar conditions 
prevail. It is a 170-bed facility leased for 
$196,335 per annum. It was utilized 31,555 
guest days and on the basis of charges and 
per diem deductions showed an excess of 
$11,986 above the lease rental. Guests aver
aged 4 days per occupant during the period. 
In the case of the Sanna Hotel at Tokyo, 
Japan, which you also mentioned, it was 
found t<> be a 297-room hotel leased by the 
Japanese Government for assignment to the 
Department of the Army. Compelte infor
mation relative to gross costs and receipts are 
not available. On the basis of available in
formation, however, it appears 0. & M. costs 
exceed receipts by an amount of $41,370 per 
annum. The current reports show the facil
ity was occupied 44,543 guest days and each 
guest averaged 4 days per stay. 

Secretary McNamara has already ordered a 
general review of all oversea facilities to 
parallel the review already initiated of bases 
and installations in the United States. In 
the course of this review, we shall determine 
which of these installations should be re
tained and which ones may be dispensed 
with. Among the matters under review is 
the question of the rate structure for mili
tary personnel using these accommodations 
(including those in leave status and who, 
therefore, do not forfeit per diem allowances 
during their stay). 

Sincerely yours, 
ROSWELL GILPATlUC, 

Deputy. 

Mr. GORE. On March 1, I again 
wrote to Secretary McNamara, pointing 
out some of the inadequacies of the in
formation contained in the first reports 
obtained by the Department from over
sea commands. 

I ask unanimous consent to have the 
letter printed in the RECORD at this 
point. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Han. RoBERT S. McNAMARA, 
Secretary of Defense, 
Washington, D.C. 

MARCH 1, 1961. 

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: On February 4 I 
wrote to you concerning the operation of 
hotels and similar facilities by the military 
departments overseas. On February 27 I 
received a reply from your deputy, Mr. Gil
patric. This reply indicates that the review 
of these fac1lltles and installations is likely 
t<> be conducted on a superficial basis with 
a view t<> defending their continued opera
tion, rather than determining whether their 

operation should be continued because .of 
their need. 

For my own information, I would appre
ciate having whatever figures you choose to 
furnish me given on a uniform basis. Mr. 
Gllpatric's letter, for example, classifies two 
hotels by beds and a third by rooms. In one 
case, the purported total operating cost is 
given, while in another case only the "lease 
rental" is given. I do not assume that this 
"lease rental" includes all gross operating 
costs. 

I note also from Mr. Gilpattic's letter that 
income is computed on the basis of the in
clusion of per diem which is not allowed 
those who are occupying these hotels, but 
which would be allowed were these persons 
occupying non-Government facilities. Since 
this appears to be a rather large item of in
come, I would appreciate being furnished, 
in each instance, a breakdown of the occu
pants of these hotels showing the number 
entitled to per diem and those not so en
titled, as well as a breakdown showing the 
number of officers and enlisted men, respec
tively, occupying these quarters. 

In many instances--Madrid and Tokyo, 
for example--there are adequate quarters 
otherwise available for those on official busi
ness. The BOQ at the airbase just outside 
Madrid is, in fact, quite luxurious and suit
able for any officer, including general offi
cers. I would like to be furnished informa
tion on the availability of other quarters 
already operated by the Government within 
reasonable distance of these hotels. In
cidentally, within reasonable distance, I 
would include the base near Madrid since 
schoolchildren are daily transported to school 
at this base from the housing area which 
was constructed, unaccountably and unbe
lievably, on the other side of Madrid. 

Mr. Gilpatric's letter states that the Army 
and the Air Force operate 57 facilities. I 
would like to know whether the hotel and 
other facil1ties at Garmich and similar 
recreation areas are included. If not, I would 
appreciate having information on their op
eration as well. 

Sincerely, 
ALBERT GORE. 

Mr. GORE. On May 15, I received a 
further letter from Mr. Gilpatric which 
indicated that progress was at last being 
made. By then it had been discovered 
that about 100 hotels are being operated 
around the world by the armed services. 
Some of these appeared to be serving a 
useful and legitimate purpose. 

At least, however, we seem now to 
know that the armed services are oper
ating such establishments and we have 
learned, I think, how many of these in
stallations the services are operating and 
where they are located. 

I am glad, too, to know that six of 
these installations are being closed, and 
that further study as to the need for 
the others is continuing. 

I ask unanimous consent to have the 
letter printed in the RECORD at this 
point. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the REcoRD, 
as follows: 

THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 
Washington, D.C., May 15, 1691. 

Han. ALBERT GORE, 
U.S. Senate. 

DEAR SENATOR GORE: This is first to report 
that, on the basis of the facts we have now 
accumulated from the various oversea com
mands of the m1lltary departments, as to 
the hotels and hotel-type accommodations 

in foreign areas, we have directed, as an 
initial action measure, the orderly closing of 
the following hotels: 

1. The Palast Hotel, Wiesbaden, Germany. 
2. Hotel Powers, Paris, France. 
3. Columbia House, Tempelhof Central 

Airport, Berlin, Germany. 
4. Newhaven Court Hotel, United King

dom. 
5. The Hotel de Paris, Paris, France. 
6. General John K. Cannon Hotel, Ram

stein Air Base, Germany. 
In addition, we are directing the military 

departments to adjust the rates charged 
personnel occupying hotel space on a leave 
basis, in order to provide the Government a 
more favorable return. Travelers on official 
business are subject to a flat 40-percent re
duction of the per diem allowance estab
lished for the locality under the joint travel 
regulations, and, in addition, pay a $1 to 
$1.50 daily service charge when they occupy 
Government quarters. This service charge 
is apparently the rate to which you referred 
in your letter of February 4. I might point 
out that in a number of localities, official per 
diem rates are substantially higher for tnw
elers who cannot be accommodated in Gov
ernment quarters. 

The survey to which I referred in my let
ter of February 27 has disclosed the existence 
of a total of 100 hotels, as against the 57 
identified in the teletype survey reported in 
my first letter. In addition, we have been 
informed by the military departments that 
during the period 1949 to the present, they 
have closed a total of 499 hotels or hotel
~ype accommodations in foreign countries 
throughout the world. For all of the facili
ties now in operation we have collected in
formation on occupancy rates, charges, per 
diem allowances, operating income and E'X

penses, the extent to which the activities are 
financed from moneys generated by non
appropriated fund activities, and the pur
poses served by their operations. 

A preliminary analysis has - been made of 
the information reported on the particular 
facilities to which you referred in your let
ters. This analysis indicates that the Tor
rejon Guesthouse (BOQ), near Madrid, is 
not adequate to satisfy the demand for ac
commodations during 7 months of the year. 
In fact, that demand exceeds the combined 
capacity of the guesthouse and the Torrejon 
housing annex (Balboa Hotel), which you 
suggested closing. We propose to investigate 
the possibility of making the annex available 
for civilian occupancy during this slack 
period. The facilities in Nurnberg, as I re
ported in my letter of February 27, show a 
net profit to the Government, and are used 
primarily by enlisted military personnel and 
their dependents on leave and change-of
station travel. As to the Sanna Hotel in 
Tokyo, we have been requested informally by 
the Department of State to maintain this 
triservice facility, and we are inquiring 
about the basis of this request. The Gar
misch-Berchtesgaden area, which contains 
several facilities for rest and recreation of 
service personnel, supported completely by 
nonappropriated funds, was covered by our 
survey. We have not yet reached a decision 
on the future of these facilities. 

We intend to pursue vigorously further 
analysis of the factual information now ac
cumulated, and we expect to have a further 
report by June 30. In the meantime, this 
material is available for inspection or study 
by you or your staff. 

We have also requested the military de
partments to study the use of full-time mili
tary personnel engaged in the management 
and administration of all hotel-type accom
modations for the purpose o! either reducing 
the numbers required, or, where feasible, 
considering their replacement by nonmili
tary personnel. 
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I am sure you appreciate the problems in

volved in balancing the need for adequate 
official travel and recreation facilities for 
military personnel in foreign countries, and 
for facilities that will minimize adverse 
effects _on our balance of payments position, 
against the necessity for the lean and fit 
Defense Establishment that President Ken
nedy has called for. 

I am sending copies of this letter to the 
chairmen of the Senat e and House Armed 
Services Committees. 

Sincerely, 
ROSWELL GILPATRIC, 

D eput y. 

Mr. GORE. It is my hope that the 
Defense Department will pursue this 
matter further, and close or consolidate 
such activities, including hotels, as their 
study indicates to be in the public in
terest. 

SCHOOL ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1961 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill <S. 1021) to authorize a pro
gram of Federal financial assistance for 
education. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I offer 
my amendment identified as "5-18-61-
D" and ask that it be stated; and that 
I may then be permitted to yield to sev
eral Senators, including the Senator 
from Connecticut, the Senator from 
Massachusetts, and the Senator from 
Florida, without my losing the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. The clerk 
will state the amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 4 
line 25, after "American Samoa," insert 
"the District of Columbia,". 

On page 5, line 4, after "and (iii)" 
insert "the allotment ratio for the Dis
trict of Columbia shall be .50, and <iv) ". 

On page 5, line 24, after "American 
Samoa,'' insert "the District of Colum
bia,". 

On page 6, line 11 , after "American 
Samoa," insert "the District of Colum
bia,". 

ACTION IN THE ORGANIZATION OF 
AMERICAN STATES TO REEVALU
ATE THE ROLE OF THE GOVERN
MENT OF CUBA IN INTER-AMER
ICAN AFFAIRS 
Mr. DODD. Mr. President, the House 

of Representatives has approved a con
current resolution <H. Con. Res. 226) 
expressing the sense of the Congress 
that such steps as may be necessary 
should be initiated in the Organization 
of American States to reevaluate the 
role of the Government of Cuba in inter
American affairs for the purpose of im
posing sanctions under the Inter-Ameri
can Treaty of Reciprocal Assistance. 

This resolution lays the facts on the 
line with regard to Cuba, and expresses 
the sense of Congress that the present 
Government of Cuba constitutes a clear 
and present danger to the United States 
and to all the free nations of Latin 
America. 

The concurrent resolution, Mr. Presi
dent, specifically recites that "Cuba to
day has become a base and staging area 
for Communist subversive activities 

throughout the hemisphere" and that 
"the present Government of Cuba has 
signified its unquestioning acceptance 
of the Soviet line on international · 
affairs." 

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi
dent, that the full text of House Concur
rent Resolution 226 may be printed in 
the RECORD at this point at the conclu
sion of my remarks. 

Mr. President, I want to express my 
own very strong conviction that House 
Concurrent Resolution 226 should be 
brought to the floor of the Senate as 
quickly as possible so that my colleagues 
may have the same chance that was 
afforded Members of the other body to 
express their vie\vs with respect to the 
Cuban situation. 

I am confident that an overwhelming 
majority of Senators will favor this 
resolution if they get a chance to vote 
on it; and I shall do everything I can 
to see that the resolution is speedily 
considered by the Committee on For
eign Relations, and that it is reported 
favorably to the Senate. 

There being no objection, the concur
rent resolution (H. Con. Res. 226 ) was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

Whereas the Caracas Declar ation of Soli
d arity of March 28, 1954, declares that the 
domination or control of the political in
st i t u t ions of any American State by the in
t ernational Communist movement, extend
in g t o this hemisphere the political system 
of an extracontinental power, would con
stitute a threat to the sovereignty and po
litical independence of the American States, 
endangering the peace of America, and would 
call for a meeting of consultation to con
sider the adoption of appropria te action in 
accordance with existing treaties; and 

Whereas Cuba today has become a base 
and staging area for Communist subversive 
activity throughout t he hemisphere; and 

Whereas t he present Government of Cuba 
offers a clear and present danger to the spread 
of polit ical liberty, economic development, 
and social progress through all the Republics 
of t he hemisphere; and 

Whereas the Declaration of Havana of 
September 2, 1960, was an open attack on the 
Organization of American States clearly 
showing that the present Government of 
Cuba stands in defiance of every proclaimed 
principle of the inter-American system; and 

Whereas the present Government of Cuba 
h as signified its unquestioning acceptance 
of t he Soviet line on international affairs; 
and 

Whereas representatives of the present 
Government of Cuba continue to participate 
in t he councils of the Organization of Amer
ican States: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the House of Representatives 
(the Senate concurring), That it is the sense 
of the Congress that such steps as may be 
necessary should be initiated in the Or
ganization of American States to reevaluate 
the role of the Government of Cuba in inter
American affairs for the purpose of imposing 
sanctions under the Inter-American Treaty 
of Reciprocal Assistance; and also to exclude 
representatives of the Government of Cuba 
from attendance at meetings of the Inter
American Defense Board. 

SECRECY IN GOVERNMENT 
Mr. CARROLL. Mr. President, on 

April 12 of this year, I introduced for 
myself and the Senator from Michigan 

[Mr. HART), the Senator from Missouri 
[Mr. LoNG]. and the Senator from Wis
consin [Mr. PROXMIRE], S. 1567, a bill 
to amend section 3 of the Administra
tive Procedure Act of 1946. 

I said at that time that large sums 
of the American people's money are being 
spent by Government agencies. Such a 
trust should be open to constant access 
for review by the taxpayers and their 
elected representatives in the executive 
and legislative branches. 

The junior Senator from Wisconsin 
[Mr. PROXMIRE] is the author of an arti
cle on this subject which was published 
in This Week magazine of the Washing
ton Sunday Star on May 14, 1961. 

I ask unanimous consent that the ar
ticle be printed at this point in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

LET'S STOP SILLY SECRECY IN GOVERNMENT 
(By Sen ator WILLIAM PROXMIRE, of 

Wisconsin) 
WASHINGTON.- A few years ago a Federal 

agency decided to classify as secret the 
amount of peanut butter used by our Armed 
Forces. It was thought that an alert enemy 
might be able to determine the size of our 
forces from the amount of peanut butt er 
consumed. 

This was a fuzzy-headed try at censorship. 
Unfortunately, another Government agency 
in Washington was at the same time publish
ing reports which gave down to the last man 
the size of our Armed Forces. These re
ports weren't classified. Anyone could buy 
t hem. 

The peanut butter situation was one of 
t he more comic aspects in the continuing 
ba ttle between the dictates of secrecy and 
the people's right to know. In recent years 
the balance in this tug of war has swung 
drastically to t he side of secrecy. 

We must reverse this situation before it 
is too late. For Government is everybody's 
business, and what you don't know about it 
will hurt you. 

Today t housands of Government decisions 
are made in secret. You as a private cit izen 
cannot find out what is going on. Time and 
time again we, your lawmakers, have also 
been denied access to important informa
tion which is essential in representing you 
responsibly and intelligently. 

I have made a list of some of the more 
fantastic examples oi needless secrecy. The 
list could run on for pages, but I've tried 
to condense it for brevity's sake: 

A group of college students prepared a 
scrapbook of newspaper clippings, scientific 
magazine articles, and articles from foreign 
publications about atomic energy. The 
Pentagon got wind of this, and classified t he 
whole scrapbook as top secret. 

The secrecy stamp was placed on a repor t 
describing shark attacks on shipwrecked 
sailors, even though the shipwrecks occurred 
more than 20 years ago. 

A scientific study on a modern adaptation 
of the bow and arrow was classified secret. 

After congressional pressure, the Immi
gration and Naturalization Service declassi
fied a report in the use of public funds to 
send border inspectors to rifle and pistol 
matches. 

At one time, the State Department stored 
gifts received by Federal officials from foreign 
nations in a classified building. Urider fire 
for this action, the State Department finally 
and reluctantly let reporters enter the build
ing. 

One result of this secrecy-happy approach 
has been the creation of a giant mountain of 



1961 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-· SENATE 8621 
classified documents. Each week our Gov
ernment now classiLes a stack of documents 
higher than the Empire State Building. 

In the past 14 years we have accumulated 
more than three times as much secret ·mate
rial as was classified in the entire history of 
our Government from the Civil War to 1946, 
and this includes all of World War II and the 
Manhattan Project, which built the first 
atomic bomb. 

What is being done to end this stifling 
growth of secrecy? For one thing, we in 
Congress are trying to limit the number of 
agencies with the right to classify papers. 

As you might imagine, once a Federal 
official is given the right to wield a secrecy . 
stamp, he doesn't like giving it up. But re
cently the authority to classify documents 
was withdrawn from some 30 Government 
agencies which included the Indian Arts and 
Crafts Board, the Migratory Bird Conserva
tion Commission, and the Lincoln Sesquicen
tennial Commission. 

Why do Government agencies desire to 
cloak their activities in secrecy, for reasons 
other than national defense, or to prevent 
invasion of personal privacy? Nearly always 
the cause stems from a desire to avoid pub
lic criticism of inefiiciency and waste. De
cisions considered and adopted without pub
lic scrutiny are much less subject to public 
criticism, even though they affect many 
citizens. But with a Federal budget topping 
$80 billion, every citizen has the right to 
know how his money is being spent. 

With a very few limited exceptions your 
Government has no more right to deny you 
access to all the facts than a hired book
keeper has to deny the owner of a business 
the right to see his books. This is your Gov
ernment. You own it, you pay for it. You 
have a right to know about it. And, yes, you 
have a duty to find out about it. 

THE FIGHT IN CONGRESS 
Not all government secrecy conceals waste

ful spending or graft. But the snap reflex of 
any official on the verge of exposure is to 
shroud his error by claiming a secrecy privi
lege. Time and time again investigators have 
pryed. the screen aside and uncovered influ
ence-peddling, embezzlement, and other vio
lations of the public trust. 

We in COngress have begun to meet the 
problem of unnecessary secrecy. 

To keep the secret from the others, the 88 
men had to sneak around the missile site at 
night altering circuits and rebuilding parts 
of the missile, changing what had been done 
during the day by the people who didn't 
know what the real purpose of the missile 
was. You can guess at the confusion this 
caused, and how much money was wasted. 

THE PENTAGON'S SECRET PHOTO 
On another occasion the Defense Depart

ment refused to declassify photographs of 
the Titan missile for months after it had 
been stored outside a factory near Denver, 
viewed by local residents, seen on television 
and photographed from a helicopter. Fi
nally-2 weeks before the 1958 congressional 
elections, pictures of the President viewing 
the missile appeared. The Pentagon claimed 
it had wanted to avoid premature "bally
hoo." Or, putting it another way, they 
wanted the ballyhoo, but at a time of their 
own choosing. 

Let me underline one point: In the in
terests of national defense, it is absolutely 
necessary to classify information about 
weapons, codes, strategies, and a number of 
other subjects. But I think that many of 
our military men are infected with "secreti
tis." Their secrecy policies and procedures 
must be reexamined. 

There is no simple way to lift the giant 
lid of secrecy over Washington. It is a con
stant struggle in which we all must fight. 
One thing that will help is new legislation. 
I am a sponsor, with Senator CARROLL, of 
Colorado, of S. 1567, which provides: 

1. All Government records, rulings, reports 
and all other papers not specifically ex
cluded for reasons of national defense or 
personal privacy be made public. 

2. Except as justified by reasons of na
tional defense, no order or rule of a Gov
ernment agency shall be valid unless made 
public. 

3. Any citizen may bring a suit in any 
Federal district court to compel such public 
inspection. 

Enactment of such a law would go a long 
way toward ending the more flagrant ex
amples of secrecy. 

But it will take more than a new law 
to end foolish secrecy. More and more citi
zens must become increasingly aware of the 
dangers. You, the voter, should realize that 
every time a Federal ofiicial wields that se
crecy stamp unnecessarily you and the 
people of your country are losing another 
bit of freedom. 

Laws will help end the secrecy mumbo
jumbo. But in the long run the key figure 
in the fight for the right to know is the 
citizen who keeps a vigilant and inquiring 
eye on his Government. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 

In the House of Representatives the Gov
ernment Information Subcommittee, bril
liantly led by Representative JoHN E. Moss, 
of California, has handled nearly 200 cases of 
Federal abridgement of freedom of informa
tion. In over half the cases the subcom
mittee succeeded in freeing the information 
from the censors. The House committee has 
been at work 6 years. The Senate Subcom
mittee on Constitutional Rights also has been 
working on the problem. The vigilance of the 
two committees has prevented much un
necessary secrecy. 

Two other nongovernment groups-the 
American Society of Newspaper Editors and 
Sigma Delta Chi, the national journalism 
fraternity-have waged long and courageous 
battles against unnecessary government se
crecy. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
is it my understanding that the Senator 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. CLAKK] has the 

- floor and that he has yielded to me. 

But I fear that the cases of unwarranted 
secrecy which come to light are only the top 
of the iceberg. Beneath the surface, a vast 
amount of information continues to be with
held. 

Perhaps the worst offender in silly secrecy 
is the Department of Defense. A classic ex
ample took place when the first Atlas com
munications satellite was launched. For 
some reason only 88 of the many hundreds 
of men working on the project were told its 
real purpose: to place in orbit a communica
tions package which would broadcast a taped 
message from the President. Of course, all of 
the employees had been cleared for top-secret 
work. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator is correct. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I am glad to 
yield briefly to the acting majority 
leader. 

AWARD OF MEDAL TO DR. THOMAS 
ANTHONY DOOLEY III 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the consideration of Calendar 
No. 230, House Joint Resolution 306. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. For the 
information of the Senate, the clerk will 
state the resolution by title. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A joint reso
lution (H.J. Res. 306) to authorize the 
President of the United States to award 
posthumously a medal to Dr. - Thomas 
Anthony Dooley III. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the joint resolution? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the joint resolu
tion. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, this 
is a House joint resolution. A Senate 
joint resolution identical with the House 
joint resolution has been reported unani
mously by the Committee on Banking 
and Currency by the Senator from Con
necticut [Mr. BusH]. It is Senate Joint 
Resolution 64, Calendar No. 229. 

I now yield to the Senator from Con
necticut for whatever comment he may 
wish to make. 

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, I shall be 
very brief. It would be redundant for 
me to take the time of the Senate today 
to go fully into the life and story of the 
great humanitarian service of Dr. 
Thomas Dooley. 

Two years ago I introduced a joint 
resolution similar in nature to the one 
before us today, to provide for the 
awarding of the Congressional Medal 
to Dr. Dooley. The joint resolution was 
not acted on at that time, and Dr. Doo
ley's great work continued. Unfortu
nately, during the past year he died of 
cancer at the very peak of his career. 

Senators almost unanimously have 
joined in support of a joint resolution 
which would give this recognition to Dr. 
Thomas Dooley. I take great pride in 
presenting the resolution to the Senate 
on behalf of the Committee on Banking 
and Currency. 

The life story of Dr. Thomas Dooley 
is one of the most inspiring I have ever 
read. His book, entitled "Deliver Us 
From Evil," is one of the most thrilling 
books I have ever read. I hope that every 
young American will read about the life 
of Dr. Dooley. I daresay no citizen in 
this century has done more on his own, 
by his own effort and through his own 
sacrifice, to create a favorable image of 
the United States in distant lands among 
the poorest people of the world than has 
Dr. Thomas Dooley. I recommend that 
the Senate pass the joint resolution. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the names 
of the sponsors of Senate Joint Resolu
tion 64 be printed in the RECORD at this 
point. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The names of the Senators sponsor
ing Senate Joint Resolution 64 are as 
follows: HUMPHREY, SYMINGTON, PELL, 
LONG of MiSSOUri, CARROLL. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I also ask unani
mous consent that an excerpt from the 
report of the committee, report No. 257, 
be printed in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

GENERAL STATEMENT 
The resolution would authorize the Presi

dent to award an appropriate gold meda-l, in 
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the name of Congress, to the late Dr. 
Thomas Anthony Dooley III, in recognition 
of his services to the people of Laos and to 
peoples in other newly developing countries. 

Dr. Dooley is survived by his mother, Mrs. 
Thomas A. Dooley, and two brothers. It is 
the committee's understanding and inten
tion that the medal will be presented to Dr. 
Dooley's mother. 

The resolution would authorize and direct 
the Secretary of the Treasury to strike a. 
gold medal with suitable emblems, devices, 
and inscriptions to be determined by him. 
An appropriation of $2,500 would be au
thorized for this purpose. 

The Secretary of the Treasury would also 
be authorized to manufacture and sell 
bronze duplicates of the medal to the pub
lic under regulations to be prescribed by 
him. The cost of manufacturing the bronze 
duplicates, including labor, would be cov
ered by the sales proceeds. 

The proposal to honor Dr. Dooley by giv
ing him a medal has received widespread 
and bipartisan support. Senate Joint Reso
lution 64 was introduced by Senator HUM
PHREY on behalf of himself and a number of 
other Senators. Senator BRIDGES introduced 
S. 1377, in which Senator BusH later joined. 
In the last Congress Senator BusH intro
duced Senate Joint Resolution 148 for him
self and 44 other Senators. 

The State and Treasury Departments of
fer no objection to the bill. Letters from 
those Departments are printed below as a 
part of this report. A copy of a letter from 
Senator HUMPHREY is also printed below. 

Attached is a biographical summary of the 
life of Dr. Dooley. The facts of Dr. Dooley's 
life explain the reasons for the award of the 
medal. 
THOMAS A.· DOOLEY III, M.D.-A BIOGRAPHICAL 

SUMMARY 
Dr. Thomas A. Dooley was born in St. 

Louis, Mo., on January 17, 1927. He was 
one of four sons born to Mr. and Mrs. 
Thomas A. Dooley. He selected medicine as 
his career while in high school. He had a 
year of premedical training at the Univer
sity of Notre Dame in 1943-44, then served 
for 2 years, 1944-46, as a Navy corpsman, 
or medical aide attached to the U.S. Marine 
Corps. He then studied for ·a year at the 
Sorbonne in Paris. He was graduated from 
the St. Louis University School of Medicine 
in 1953. 

He rejoined the Navy for his internship 
as a lieutenant, junior grade, and was at 
first assigned to the naval hospital at Camp 
Pendleton, Calif., and from there was sent 
to Japan, where he received an assignment 
as medical officer aboard the attack trans
port U.S.S. Montague. 

In May 1954 the Montague was one of four 
ships assigned to help in "passage of free
dom," which comprised the evacuation agreed 
upon under terms of the Geneva Treaty after 
the French Indochina war was over. 

This was the flight of those who wished to 
flee from Communist-held northern Vietnam 
to live in free South Vietnam. Dr. Dooley 
was assigned as a medical officer at an evacuee 
staging area set up at Haiphong. The main 
interest of this medical team was in pre
venting epidemics and the infestation of 
the ships being used in the evacuation. 

More than 600,000 refugees were cared for 
at this camp. When Communist demands 
forced reduction of the medical mission, 
Dr. Dooley was the only Navy doctor left 
behind. Enormous as it was, the medical 
problem involving the refugees was not the 
only one with which he had to cope. 

"I had to provide shelter and food, sani
tation, and some human solace to a flood 
of humanity, undernourished, exhausted, be
wildered, and pitifully frightened," he wrote 
later in a book about his experiences. 

"My primary task was medical-to stamp 
out contagious diseases • • • but there was 

no ducking the huge problems of house
keeping and administration for the shifting 
camp population, normally between 10,000 
and 15,000 persons." 

For his extraordinary efforts in this oper
ation, he was awarded the Legion of Merit, 
becoming the youngest ofilcer in the history 
of the U.S. Medical .Corps to receive it. 
President Ngo Dinh Diem, of Vietnam, also 
awarded him that nation's highest decora
tion, the National Order of Vietnam. 

The assignment also brought a decision 
for young Dr. Dooley. After seeing the sick 
and dying in southeast Asia, observing the 
amount of preventable disease which could 
be halted or cured, he felt that his place 
henceforth was. with these people; that he 
must do what he could do to alleviate some 
of the suffering among countless millions 
of underprivileged peoples of the world who 
have scant hope of any medical care in their 
lifetime. 

Dr. Dooley returned to the United States 
in 1956 and became a civilian. His book, 
"Deliver Us From Evil," about the work at 
Haiphong, became a bestseller. With the 
proceeds, plus generous help from pharma
ceutical companies, he rounded up as his 
staff three former Navy corpsmen who had 
worked with him at Haiphong, returned to 
southeast Asia and obtained permission from 
the new government of Laos to establish a 
small village hospital. It was located at 
Nam Tha, 5 miles from the border of Com
munist-held China. 

Dr. Dooley turned the Nam Tha hospital 
over to the Laos Government in late 1957 
and returned to the United States, planning 
to raise funds with which to start another 
such medical mission. He met with Dr. 
Peter D. Comanduras, a Washington special
ist and medical professor who also had ob
served the medically underprivileged in other 
lands and had been working for the accept
ance of an international program of direct 
physician-to-patient medical aid in areas 
where no facilities existed at all. 

Together, these two physicians founded 
Medico (Medical International Cooperation 
Organization). This voluntary, nonpolitical, 
nonsectarian organization was at first under 
auspices of the International Rescue Com
mittee, but in late 1959 became a separate 
entity, incorporated as Medico, Inc. 

Dr. Dooley's second bestseller book "The 
Edge of Tomorrow," was published in May 
1958. Proceeds from it, from other writings, 
and a lecture tour went toward the financ
ing of oversea operations begun by Medico. 

The young doctor returned to Laos to 
establish another hospital, this one in the 
remote village of Muong Sing and the first 
under Medico auspices. 

Less than 2 years later, by the end of 1960, 
Medico had 17 projects in operation in 12 
countries. These included seven hospitals 
in southeast Asia-in Laos, Cambodia, Viet
nam, and Malaya-and Dr. Dooley had an 
important role in getting all of them under
way. Medico established such projects only 
after the invitation of the host government, 
and in these instances it was Dr. Dooley who 
handled, for the most part, all of the neces
sary preliminary negotiations and the other 
details concerned with starting these 
projects. 

In August 1959, Dr. Dooley learned that 
he had a highly malignant (melanoma) 
cancer of the chest wall and flew to New 
York to undergo major surgery for its re
moval at Memorial Hospital. 

After a few weeks of convalescence, Dr. 
Dooley embarked on a nationwide lecture 
tour which raised nearly a million dollars 
for Medico. He then returned to his Muong 
Sing hospital and was soon working at his 
usual pace-which often kept him going 20 
hours a day. 

On two subsequent trips to the United 
States within the next 14 months he under
went checkups which showed no recurrence 

of cancer. On a trip in the spring of 1960 
he gave 55 lectures i~ 30 cities 1n 34 days. 

Then on November 30, 1960, Dr. Dooley 
entered a hospital in Hong Kong, su1fering 
from what was described as · "extreme fa
tigue and exhaustion." He also suffered 
severe pain in the lower spinal area but, 
wearing a brace-which he immediately 
characterized as his "Iron Maiden"-he left 
the hospital within a matter of days and 
attempted to resume his customary ardu
ous schedule. 

The pain, however, became progressively 
worse and he finally gave in to the per
suasions of associates and relatives to come 
home for a new examination and any treat
ment which might be required. 

He arrived on December 27, 1960, and 
entered a hospital. On January 10, 1961, 
the attending physician announced that ex
tensive analytical examinations had proved 
without doubt that this was a recurrence 
of the previous primary cancer. On Janu
ary 18, 1961, Dr. Dooley passed away, 1 day 
after his 34th birthday. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the third reading of the 
joint resolution. 

The joint resolution (H.J. Res. 306) 
was ordered to a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, Senate Joint Resolution 64 is 
indefinitely postponed. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, this 
action on the part of Congress by both 
Houses is to me a very rewarding ex
perience, because for a long time many 
of us in Congress have wanted to honor 
this great American, who has exempli
fied compassion and mercy, and who has 
lived a life in the finest tradition of 
our democracy and in accordance with 
the finest ideals of his Christian faith. 

NONSUBSIDIZED INTERCOASTAL 
STEAMSHIP LINES 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
I yield, under the same conditions, to the 
Senator from Florida. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, all 
of us know the acute problems at present 
facing the nonsubsidized intercoastal 
steamship lines which travel from the 
mainland to Alaska, Puerto Rico, Ha
waii, and other places. 

As an example of the difficulties con
fronting these carriers, I would like to 
place in the RECORD remarks made re
cently to the Hawaii House of Represent
atives by Mr. Randolph Sevier, president 
of the Matson Navigation Co. These re
marks, which show a common problem of 
this sometimes overlooked segment of the 
Nation's transportation industry, fol
low: 

Most of us have a tendency to take for 
granted those things which we have enjoyed 
for most of our lives and on which our very 
existence depends. To some extent, this 
may be true of the attitude of many people 
toward the shipping service provided to 
Hawaii by Matson. 

For nearly 80 years, through good times 
and bad, through a period of two World Wars 
and Korea, when greater profits could have 
been realized by diversion of its vessels to 
other trades, Matson has provided ·the prin
cipal transportation service between Hawaii 
and the mainland. 

During this time, Matson has rendered fre
quent, dependable, and specialized steamship 
service, making it possible for Hawaii to mar-
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ket its two principal products-sugar and 
pineapple--and to obtain from the mainla"nd 
the goods it has needed to ~upport its ex
panding population, its tourist industry, the 
vast Defense Establishment and its basic 
agricultural economy. 

From time to time, Matson has introduced 
spec~al facilities, both in its ships and ashore, 
for the purpose of meeting more efficiently 
and economically the special transportation 
requirements of the Hawaii trade. 

In 1956, Matson organized the first research 
department at the top management level of 
any American-flag steamship company. 
This was done for the purpose of carefully 
analyzing the cause and effect of transpor
tation cost increases, as well as methods of 
improving operations and reducing further 
cost increase. Analysis by our research 
department indicated that the greatest op
portunity for service improvements and cost 
reductions lay in the cargo handling of gen
eral merchandise. This led Matson to pio
neer its present containerized shipping serv
ice between San Francisco, Stockton, and 
Los Angeles port areas in California and 
Honolulu. 

In this service, cargo may be loaded and 
sealed in a container at a shipper's ware
house on the mainland and the goods not 
touched until the container is unsealed and 
unloaded at the consignee's warehouse in 
Honolulu. Cargo handling costs, vessel port 
time, and damage and pilferage of cargo have 
been materially reduced, enabling Matson to 
render a premium service to the public at 
rates lower than those charged for carriage 
of cargo in conventional loose stowage. 
Matson's present investment in this con
tainer system, including ship conversion 
costs, shoreside facilities, and lease obliga
tions, totals some $17,800,000. 

Who has benefited to date from these 
costly technological improvements in Mat
son's freight service? Not any individUal, 
or firm or group-but the vigorous total 
Hawaiian economy. 

There is no other island community of 
comparable size and remoteness which en
joys such a regularity and frequency of serv
ice as Hawaii receives from Matson. As a 
result, in the postwar era the Matson 
freighter fleet has become Hawaii's floating 
warehouse. Goods in large volume go directly 
from mainland warehouses to shipside, and 
from the docks in Hawaii to store shelves, 
eliminating multiple h~ndling, reducing in
ventories and minimizing the need for costly 
warehousing. What might have happened 
had it been necessary to build warehouses in 
Honolulu for this volume? In land-scarce 
Hawaii, the reduction of the need for ware
house space as well as the elimination of 
costly multiple-handling and other costs 
inherent in large-scale warehousing holds 
down the price to the ultimate consumer. 
If such frequent service should cease, so 
would these benefits. 

Hawaii is the Nation's only island State, 
separated from the other States by 2,100 
nautical miles of ocean. It is almost totally 
dependent upon commerce with the main
land to support its economy. This com
merce moves, and for the foreseeable future 
must continue to move, by ocean shipping. 

The statistics and expert opinion concern
ing the growth and condition of the Ha
waiian economy, demonstrate, as a matter 
of experience and not of theory, that Mat
son's rates have not retarded the Hawaiian 
economy. It is manifesting greater vitality 
than almost any other section of the United 
States. It is dependent for its vigor and 
growth upon high quality ocean transporta
tion service. It has the financial strength to 
support the transportation service which it 
requires. 

Because labor costs are so great a portion 
of total costs, Matson has sought where 
possible to increase mechanization when 
such. programs would result in savings. Thts 

is not always an easy course, for it brings 
in its wake sociological and financial prob
lems of some magnitude. 

In addition, Matson's management, to
gether with other steamship operators, is 
seeking means whereby the recent pattern 
of successive increases in wages can equi
tably be ameliorated in fairness to lab_or, 
management and the public. Recently, 
representatives of the steamship industry, 
including myself, met with the Secretary 
of Commerce to discuss this important 
question. So long as Matson is confronted 
with annual increases in wage costs without 
offsetting reductions in other elements of 
costs, it is faced with the choice of making 
offsetting rate increases or going out of busi
ness. Matson simply does not have an ex
cess of earnings with which to absorb these 
recurring cost increases. 

SCHOOL ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1961 
The Senate resumed the considera

tion of the bill CS. 1021) to authorize a 
program of Federal financial assistance 
for education. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
the issue before us is what is the most 
realistic and over the long run the most 
efficient way in which to educate our 
children. Indeed, this is the only ques
tion before the Senate. There is no 
monopoly in concern or action in this 
field; we all believe with intense sincer
ity that America must remain the best 
educated Nation in the world. We owe 
affirmative action to ourselves, our chil
dren, and the destiny of our democratic 
way of life. 

What we must keep in mind in our 
search for the best course of action is 
that the availability of classrooms and 
high-paid teachers by themselves will 
not make our educational system suc
cessful. So in these deliberations we 
must attend to the business of providing 
adequate facilities and talent, but we 
must look beyond them. 

Last year I sponsored S. 1016, pro
viding for a 5-year program to finance 
$3 billion worth of school construction, 
and S. 1017, assisting American colleges 
and universities in building $2 billion 
worth of academic and housing facilities 
for the same period. I have always sup
ported the National Defense Education 
Act and will support recommendations 
to strengthen and extend this act in 
the present Congress. 

On June 24 of last year I wrote Sena
tor HILL, chairman of the Senate Com
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
concerning S. 1017, and said in part: 

Throughout the world there is tremendous 
educational ferment. It becomes increas
ingly obvious that the education of a na
tion's people will carry huge importance in 
terms of the struggle between freedom with 
justice and Communist totalitarianism, and 
the future of mankind which the outcome 
of that struggle will so significantly influ
ence. It is imperative that the Federal Gov
ernment assume a sound and vigorous role 
to assist our educational institutions. 

These thoughts essentially were stated 
by the President in his special education 
message to Congress on February 20, 
when he said: 

Our progress as a nation can be no swifter 
than our progress in education. Our re
quirements for world leadership, our hopes 
for economic growth, and the demands of 

citizenship itself in an era such as this all 
require the maximum development of every 
young American's capacity. 

The committee report on S. 1021 says: 
The Federal Government should invest 

a larger portion of our national resources for 
public elementary and secondary education. 
* * * The committee further believes that 
in spite of the very substantial efforts which 
we have made as a nation on behalf of our 
schools, Americans wa.nt and need to do 
more. 

While I am in accord with these gen
eral statements, I shall vote against the 
bill for the reasons I shall now briefly 
state. 

The facts that there are presently 
shortages in teachers and classrooms, 
that the Federal Government should 
help to fill these needs, and that America 
must improve the overall quality of her 
educational system, do not mean that 
the Federal Government must automati
cally launch huge programs of Federal 
involvement. In considering the man
ner of Federal aid we must be careful to 
examine the facts of the situation to 
determine the precise nature of the need, 
and we must reexamine the essential 
qualities of the American educational 
system. We must decide if those essen
tial characteristics are still valid today. 
If they are still valid we must act 
vigilantly to sustain them, and carefully 
measure the effect of proposed methods 
of Federal help on them accordingly. 

President Kennedy emphasized in his 
message that "education must remain a 
matter of State and local control" and I 
strongly a.gree with him. Speaking of 
the importance of providing every 
American child an equal educational op
portunity, the senior Senator from Con
necticut [Mr. BusH] summed up this 
philosophy very effectively. He said in 
a speech before the Senate on May 18: 

The responsi'bility for giving children this 
opportunity rests, first, upon the local com
munity, and next upon the State. Only if 
these two units of government, acting to
gether, cannot provide sufficient resources 
and the environment for a good educational 
system does it become in the national in
terest for the Federal Government to supple
ment their efforts. 

I, too, am most concerned that the 
Federal Government should not get into 
primary and secondary school education 
in such a way as to bring control over 
local policy. The States and the locali
ties simply have the greatest competence 
to do .the job. They are close to the sit
uation, they are intimately associated 
with the communities in question, they 
are familiar with the problems therein, 
they can give quick, sympathetic and 
tailormade supervision. A larger, nec
essarily impersonal bureaucracy located 
far away simply does not have such un
derstanding and firsthand interest.. In 
this case distance destroys efficiency. I 

. believe not only that American citizens 
in a given community or state want to 
make the decisions concerning the edu
cation of their children. I am certain 
that they are the most competent to do 
so. This unique characteristic of our 
way of life is as important in the 1960's 
as it has been throughout the earlier 
history of the Nation. 
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Large-scale, permanent-type grant 
aid for a variety of uses including teach
ers' salaries cannot help, in my opinion, 
but introduce Federal Government con
trol into our free primary and second
ary educational system. The committee 
bill which we have before us proposes 
this kind of aid, and its safeguards 
against Federal involvement in local pol
icy are. in effect, of little value. Con
gress cannot appropriate billions of dol
lars without at some time acting to 
guarantee that the funds will be effi
ciently and properly spent. Political in
dependence is closely related to fiscal 
independence and we can see in anum
ber of Federal programs that program 
control inevitably follows the flow of 
money. 

It is important to examine the com
mittee bill both in view of the controls 
it contains over the ·$2.5 billion it pro
vides, and in view of its assurance that 
the Federal Government will not exer
cise any kind of control over the policy 
determination of any school system. 

Section 106 of the committee bill allots 
funds for the second and third fiscal 
years of the program on the . basis of ef
fort exerted by the States for public 
school purposes. Here is a very definite 
kind of control. Here we have a tested 
and a worthwhile device to guarantee 
proper use of Federal funds and to stim
ulate helpful activity on the part of the 
States. Nonetheless, this is a stipulation 
which cannot help sooner or later having 
its effect on local decisions with regard 
to overall educational policy. It should 
be recognized as such. 

Section 110 and 111 of the bill, dealing 
with applications made by the States to 
the Federal Government, also involve, 
and again desirably so, a measure of 
Federal control. The Commissioner of 
Education requires that the State give 
priority or preference to the areas most 
in need. He can disapprove an applica
tion if it falls short of this or certain 
other criteria. Here again the State 
must act in a certain way if it is to re-. 
ceive the financial assistance from 
Washington. We all agree with this 
kind of requirement on its own merits, 
yet the desirability of this regulation 
cannot overshadow the fact that it is 
regulation. The fact is that the Federal 
Government's aid will bring-most prob
ably in increasing degree-Federal con
trol over the recipient. 

Section 103 of the act provides: 
In the administration of this title, no de

partment, agency, officer, or employee of the 
United States shall exercise any direction, 
supervision, or control over the policy deter
mination, personnel, curriculum, program 
of instruction, or the administration or op
eration of any school or school system. 

Such a disclaimer will be, in practice, 
virtually valueless. There is no men
tion, for instance, of the indirect con
trol asserted if the Federal Government 
decides to withhold funds under the act 
for any reason. There is ·no men
tion of how such control as mentioned 
under section 103 is to be measured or 
how the section itself is to be enforced. 
As an example, I need ·merely to men
tion the data presented in the minority 
views in the committee report with re-

gard to Federal controls contained in the 
National Defense Education Act. Such 
controls. are inevitable. ·As.I have said, 
considered Oil thefr own merits they are 
often desirable, but they exist and they 
grow. 

Another aspect of control can be seen 
in the allocation formula adapted by the 
committee. This formula is different· 
from the one recommended in the ad~ 
ministration bill. The committee made 
changes in the allocation technique, up
ping some States' shares as much as 62 
percent and lowering others as much as 
38 percent. It appears that political 
considerations were not overlooked iri 
this juggling. Even if this is not t:rue, 
it is certainly very possible. In another 
3 years, when the 1961 act would be con
sidered for extension if it passes now, 
different criteria based on . the political 
makeup and performance of the regions 
in question might dictate the mathe
matics of distribution. It is foolish, to 
say that the Federal- Government .does 
not and will not have a strong influence 
on local educational policy in such a pli
able spoils system. · 

When the Federal Government pro
vides money-and a great deal of it
which can be used to increase teachers' 
salaries, the issue of bureaucratic control 
reaches its peak. This is largely a 
psychological matter rather than one in
volving obvious mechanical regulation, 
but it is nonetheless significant. It 
strikes me as virtually impossible that 
the Federal Government can stay out of 
local educational policy if the Federal 
Government provides the teachers who 
execute that policy with a substantial 
portion of their livelihood. Strictly as 
a matter of human nature, men and 
women will find it extremely difficult over 
the years to teach with complete free
dom from Washington's influence when 
they realize that Washington's influence 
is paying their way. 

As I have said, the considerations be
fore us in the committee bill involve 
much more than just the abundance of 
teaching talent and teaching facilities. 
They involve the future security of an 
educational system which is free, respon
sive, efnqient, and directed close to home. 
Also, because of the great importance of 
education to a free society, they involve 
such corollary issues as: the freedom of 
the individual, the free enterprise system, 
the prevention of a mushrooming Fed
eral bureaucracy entering more and 
more areas of private life, and govern
ment by the people-the preservation of 
our society's very nature. These mat
ters, because they cannot be evaluated in 
dollars and cents or other tangible meas
urements, have less appeal in politics but 
they must be considered now before the 
opportunity ebbs away. 

The · other side of the coin is equally 
important. That is, adniinistering the 
educational system of his own children 
gives the American citizen an invaluable 
opportunity to keep himself in shape 
to help govern himself and his fellows. 
It has been said again and again that 
without well-informed, deeply concerned 
citizens wbo are will1ng and able to 
participate vigorously in the democracy 
they make up, this democracy cannot 

survive. Recently the American people 
have been called upon for sacrifice, have 
been· asked to .participate in the great 
decisions before us. Such activity can
not coine ·in the abstract. In order for 
the people to govern they must have the 
opportunity, the tools to participate with; 
th~y must learn first hand, they must 
themselves be involved with the deci
sionmaking which will affect the nature 
of their society. Without such oppor
tunity for self-government in its broad
est sense, our people will lose their ini
tiative and their incentive; their spirit 
will wither as they become · further and 
further away from the workings of their 
Government. If the paramount duty of 
educating our youth is preserved for 
the people themselves and if they are 
.aided in this endeavor in such a way as 
to encourage their continued responsi
bility, then democracy. itself will be the 
beneficiary. 

While I believe that. there is need for 
classrooms, and that the Federal Gov
ernment should assist in stimulating 
their construction, and while I believe 
that w.e must encourage more qualified 
people to become teachers, and that 
their salaries should be improved, I doubt 
some of the arguments about ••unmet 
needs'' used to call for heavy Federal 
aid. 

Present estimates, generally agreed 
upon, are that deficiencies are at the 
level of 142,100 classrooms and 100,000 
teachers. President Kennedy predicts 
we shall need 600,000 new classrooms for 
the next decade. What about recent 
performance in meeting these needs? 
First, we should note that in the last 
10 years, the financial support of educa
tion has risen sharply, as has the share 
of national income spent for education. 
Second, the numbers of pupils per teaeh
er and per classroom have persistently 
declined. It is important to look as 
closely as possible at the facts. 

In 1954, the Secretary of Health, Edu
cation, and Welfare predicted that the 
classroom shortage would reach 476,000 
by 1960. Mr. President, we simply are 
not in such straits, and the dire predic
tion ·does not make it so. The U.S. Of
fice of Education has made available data 
which show that the number of pupils 
increased 15.2 percent and the number 
of classrooms in use increased 23.2 per
cent in the last 4 years, reducing the 
number of pupils per classroom from 
29.0 to 27.1. What is more important, 
at the rate of current construction -of 
classrooms, the stated goals for the next 
few yea.rS can easily be met without any 
Federal involvement. The Department 
of Health, Education, and Welfare has 
indicated that during the 1960's, 607,600 
classrooms should be built, or 60,760 each 
year. Yet from 1956-61, the average 
classrooms completed per year has been 
69,860; and the Department of Com
merce estimates that school construc
tion should pick up about 8 percent this 
year. · 

During the past three decades the 
number of employees in public educa
tion has increased ·140 percent · while 
the population rate and school enroll
ment both rose by 45 percent; Teach
ing staffs · have increased faster than 
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enrollment has. During the past 7 
years the number of pupils increased 
29 percent, and the number of certified 
teachers increased 40 percent. If the 
number of college graduates going into 
teaching remains steady proportionally 
during the sixties, the number of new 
teachers will nearly double, while en
rollment, which rose 46 percent in the 
last decade, will slack off to a 20-per
cent increase in the next. Men teach
ers generally earn less than men engi
neers, lawyers, judges, physicians, and 
architects; and an Office of Education 
report recommended that teacher sala
ries be doubled from 1959 to 1964. At 
the same time it should be kept in mind 
that in the last decade, teachers' sala
ries rose 74 percent while the Nation's 
per capita income rose 30 percent. 

Many persons feel that the local and 
State governments simply do not have 
sufficient resources to be able to meet 
the educational needs of the next dec
ade, such as they may be. In the first 
place, we cannot assume that it is auto
matically better and easier for the Fed
eral Government, whose income has 
met its expenditures in only 6 out of 
the past 30 years, to take money from the 
taxpayer's pocket. He still has to give 
it up, after all; the burden to him is the 
same. In the second place, the inabil
ity of the local districts and States to 
provide the necessary backing has been 
overexaggerated, to the point where we 
are playing the role of convincing them 
they cannot do a job which is rightfully 
theirs to do, instead of trying to help 
them do it. 

The Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare recently conducted a tele
graphic canvass which indicated that 
only 237 out of a total of over 40,000 
school districts had run out of access to 
funds with which to build needed class
rooms. Also, it is interesting to note 
that the volume of school bonds sold in 
1960 was close to a record, and those 
approved by the voters in the elections 
of last fall established an all-time high. 
These fact:J hardly indicate destitution, 
in either interest or ability, for com
munity education. Instead of saying to 
the local and State governments: "You 
can't do it, let us do it," we should be 
saying, "You are not doing a bad job 
now. What can we do to help you do 
a better one?" One way to help would 
be to work out a coordinated adjustment 
in Federal, State, and local tax sys
tems-a big job, but not an impossible 
one. Dr. Walter W. Heller, now the 
President's chief economic adviser, once 
recommended that the Federal Govern
ment put its fiscal relationships with 
State and local governments on a 
constructive, cooperative relationship, 
through organizing Federal tax reduc
tions in such a way as to assist in making 
an increase of State and local revenues; 
through adopting fiscal and monetary 
policies more consistent with State fi
nancial needs; and through strengthen
ing the administrative relationships 
between Federal. State. and local tax 
enforcement agencies. 

Finally, let me refer briefly to S. 1021, 
as it affects my State of Massachusetts. 
The committee bill imposes a substantial 
financial burden on many persons who 

will receive a disproportionally low ben-e
fit from it. Massachusetts, which would 
receive $44,400,000 in benefits under the 
bill, would contribute $88,485,000 over a 
3-year period to the pi·ogram. In other 
words, the people of my State would be 
contributing about $2 for every dollar of 
Federal aid they received. Although I 
accept the principle that the wealthier 
States should assist the poorer States in 
national programs ·such as this one, the 
gap in this case is very wide. 

Although I have not based my argu
ments concerning my position on the 
committee bill on the expense of its pro
gram, I point out that its cost is high 
at a time when the budget for the com
ing fiscal year is already unbalanced by 
at least $4 billion and will become more 
and more out of kilter if we consider 
each new piece of legislation by itself, 
without regard to the whole. 

All agree that a strengthened edu
cational system is essential to the ful
fillment of democracy. But in my 
opinion, for the reasons I have ex
plained, the committee bill is designed 
in such a way that, in the profoundest 
sense, it will not strengthen the Ameri
can educational system. Therefore, as I 
have said, I shall vote against S: 1021 
as it is now before us. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. CLARK]. 

PRIVATE COMMITTEE OF THREE TO 
EXCHANGE BULLDOZERS FOR 
CUBAN PRISONERS 
Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, the REC

ORD will show that yesterday I discussed 
the problem involved in connection with 
the volunteer committee, headed by Mrs. 
Roosevelt, and joined by Walter Reuther 
and Dr. Milton Eisenhower, which is 
seeking to raise funds to ransom a group 
of Cuban exiles who are held prisoner 
in Cuba by Castro. 

Earlier in my remarks I said that, in
terestingly enough, I had discussed this 
matter in answer to a question which 
was put to me on a television program 
in Cleveland Sunday afternoon. That 
occurred in the course of the program 
known as "The Open Circuit," conducted 
by station KYW. I told the Senate that 
today I would place in the RECORD the 
statement I made on that program Sun
day, because I thought the Senate should 
know what public statement I had made 
prior to the time when the Senator 
from New Hampshire [Mr. BRIDGES] 
llaised the question on the floor of the 
Senate yesterday afternoon. 

I have received from the director of 
that program on Station "KYW-TV, in 
Cleveland, the following telegram: 

CLEVELAND, OHIO, May 23, 1961. 
Hon. Senator "WAYNE MORSE, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C.: 

Following is transcript of your remarks 
in answer to a question from Glen Lavery: 
"Do you believe that Mis. Roosevelt, Mr. 
Milton Eisenhower, and Mr. Reuther perhaps 
as a suggestion should appoint themselves 
a committee of three to meet Castro's de
mands for bulldozers in exchange for pris-
oners ?" · 

"Well, in my judgment, I want to stress 
that I think any private group in the United 
States should not take any course of action 
in regard to a foreign policy problem without 
first getting clearance from the State De
partment. I assume from what I read in 
the papers today that there has been some 
unofficial indication to them that the State 
Department doesn't intend to stand in the 
way. But let us remember that under the 
Constitution the job of handling foreign af
fairs is the job of the President, acting 
through the State Department, and not the 
job of private citizens. I don't know any 
body that recognizes that more than the in
comparable Mrs. Roosevelt. So I take it for 
granted that whatever program they are 
working out on humanitarian basis is get
ting clearance from the State Department." 

Deeply grateful for your providing most 
successful program in "Open Circuit" series. 
Hope you will be able to send copy of 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. May I add my per- • 
sonal appreciation to the deep gratitude of 
KYW- TV. 

BEN WECHSLER, 
Public Affairs Director. 

I close this comment by restating 
what I said yesterday on the floor of 
the Senate-that, in my judgment, the 
American people are entitled to know 
whether the program of the Eleanor 
Roosevelt committee does have clearance 
from the State Department; and if it 
does, let us openly say this is a part of 
the foreign policy of the United States, 
and this committee is acting as an agent 
f9r the State Department. 

Mr. President, if there is anything I 
do not like in the administration of 
government, it is any procedure which 
could, to the slightest extent, be de
scribed as indirection or subterfuge. 

I repeat that, as a matter of public 
policy, it is bad precedent to have vol
unteer committees springing up in this 
country and proceeding to exercise ju
risdiction in regard to any phase of for
eign policy. That is why I was a critic 
of the newspaper editors of this country 
when, a couple of years ago, they pub
lished a statement without clearance 
from the State Department. I know 
they did not have clearance from the 
State Department, because the Under 
Secretary of State for Latin American 
Affairs came to the Subcommittee on 
Latin American Affairs and asked for 
counsel and advice as to what the State 
Department should do about the embar
rassment which had been caused by the 
editorial association of this country in 
its intervention in a foreign policy mat
ter, without even extending to the State 
Department the decency and the cour
tesy to find out whether inviting Castro 
to the country might in any way be em
barrassing to the Government. I pro
tested it then, and I would feel derelict 
in my duty as chairman of the Subcom
mittee on Latin American Affairs by 
failing to raise the question now. 

Notwithstanding the fact that there 
are on the committee persons whom I 
consider to be wonderful people, and 
whom I consider as my friends, and for 
whom I have nothing but admiration 
for their instinct of humanitarian re
action ·to the brutality of Castro, never
theless I want to say to the administra
tion, which is my administration, too, 
it is its duty to make clear that our for
eign affairs are going to be run by the 
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White House and the State Department, 
and not by any self-appointed volunteer 
groups, no matter how distinguished the 
personnel of the groups may be: · 

Mr. -SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 
Mr. SALTONSTALL. The Senator, as 

I understand, does not take the position 
that committees of people cannot get to
gether for the purpose of raising funds, 
but that where they get together for the 
purpose of raising funds, where they be
come ·involved in our international or 
foreign policies, then certainly the ad
ministration, through the State Depart
ment, should take a position as to 
whether or not it is or is not an inter
ference with the foreign policy. Is that 
correct? 

• Mr. MORSE. That is exactly the posi
tion of the Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I agree with the 
Senator in that position. 

Mr. MORSE. I thank the Senator for 
his association with my point of view. 
The Senator from Massachusetts knows 
the high regard I have for him in the 
whole field of foreign relations and in 
our defense program, too. 

I had the honor of serving with the 
Senator from Massachusetts on the 
Armed Services Committee for some 
years, before I went to the Foreign Re
lations Committee. I feel buttressed in 
my conviction in knowing that the Sena
tor from Massachusetts shares my view. 

SCHOOL ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1961 
The Senate resumed the considera

tion of the bill (S. 1021) to authorize a 
program of Federal financial assistance 
for education. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment offered by the Senator from Penn
sylvania [Mr. CLARK]. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, may I 
hear the question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment offered by the Senator from 
Pennsylvania. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, as the 
Senator in charge of the bill, I am in 
the position that I understand the Sen
ator from Pennsylvania [Mr. CLARK] 
has been called off the fioor of the Sen
ate in regard to an official matter, and 
cannot return at this time. 

Although I am going to accept the 
amendment, I am told by my staff asso
ciate that some Senators wish to ask 
questions about the Clark amendment. 
Therefore, I am going to take it upon 
myself to ask unanimous consent to 
withdraw the Clark amendment and 
proceed with the Keating amendment, 
if the Senator from New York is ready to 
offer the amendment, with the under
standing that the Clark amendment can 
then be considered immediately follow
ing the Keating amendment. I make 
that unanimous-consent request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, re
serving the right to object, and I do 
not know that I should object, I am 

in a dual situation here. Momentarily 
I am deployed as acting minority leader 
in charge of the Senators gathering on 
my right. There are two Senators-who 
wish to speak on the Clark amendment 
and who have asked me to suggest the 
absence of a quorum for that purpose. 
I think I should let that request super
sede my own desire to call up my amend
ment; 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I with
hold my unanimous-consent request, and 
while the Senator from New York con
sults with staff members of the Senate, 
we can start a quorum call. 

Mr. KEATING. I have been informed 
that it is believed it would be appro
priate to proceed with my amendment, 
and I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

Mr. MORSE. First I want to get a 
ruling on my request. I ask unanimous 
consent that the Clark amendment be 
withdrawn temporarily and that it be 
renewed following the consideration of 
the Keating amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and it 
is so ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to call 

the roll. 
Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that further ·pro
ceedings under the quorum call may be 
dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. (Mr. 
HICKEY in the chair). Without objec
tion, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimou., consent that the pending 
Keating amendment may be temporarily 
laid aside, and that the Senate may re
sume consideration of my amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the previous agreement is viti
ated. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. CLARK. I am happy to yield to 
the majority leader. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
have discussed this matter with the dis
tinguished Senator from New York, 
whose amendment, I understand, has 
been set aside temporarily, so that the 
Senate may continue consideration of 
the amendment offered by the Senator 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. CLARK]. I am 
prepared to suggest a unanimous-con
sent agreement to the effect that on the 
Keating amendment there be allocated 
a period of 3 hours, to be div,ided 1% 
hours to each side, half the time to be 
controlled by the Senator from New York 
[Mr. KEATING] and half the time to be 
controlled by the Senator from Oregon 
[Mr. MORSE]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Montana? 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, a parlia
mentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. MORSE. Does the unanimous
consent request include amendments to 
the amendment? -

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Keating 
amendment and all amendments there
to. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, reserv
ing the right to object momentarily, I 
should like to ask the distinguished Sen
ator. who is handling the bill whether 
he expects there will be amendments to 
the amendment. 

Mr. MORSE. No. I am glad the Sen
ator asked. The reason why I make the 
request is that I found myself in the 
position this morning, when the Prouty 
amendment was before the Senate and 
we had a unanimous-consent agreement 
to limit debate, when I wished to offer 
an amendment to the amendment, but 
I was in such a position that I really 
could not do so unless the Senator from 
Vermont would accept my amendment-
which he did-until after the debate had 
been finished. 

The Parliamentarian tells me that we 
might very well find ourselves in a posi
tion in which the proponent of an amend
ment, under those circumstances, might 
be very much handicapped. So I thought 
that if any amendment were offered, we 
could always try to arrange a division 
of the time within the time limit agreed 
upon, or seek to join in obtaining an 
extension of time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, in view 
of the discussions which have taken 
place on the fioor of the Senate, I am 
quite content to have my amendment 
set aside again. I understand that the 
Senator from Connecticut wishes to be 
present when the amendment is dis
cussed. He cannot be present now. I 
hope my amendment can be disposed 
of in 10 or 15 minutes. But if it is the 
view of the majority leader that the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
New York [Mr. KEATING] should be· con
sidered first, that is entirely satisfactory 
with me. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. In view of the com
mitment that was made, it would be ap
preciated if the Senator from Pennsyl
vania would agree to defer consideration 
of his amendment. 

Mr. CLARK. May I have the assur
ance of the majority leader, so far as he 
can give it, that my amendment will be 
considered immediately after the Keat
ing amendment is disposed of? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. So far as I can 
give such assurance. I thank the Sena
tor from Pennsylvania. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment of the Senator 
from Pennsylvania will be temporarily 
set aside. The amendment of the Sen
ator from New York will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. It is pro
posed, on page 20, between lines 3 and 4, 
to insert the following: 

JUDICIAL REVIEW 

SEc. 114. (a) Any citizen of the United 
States upon whose taxable inc9me there was 
imposed an income tax under section 1 of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1954 for the last 
preceding calendar or taxable year and who 
has paid any part of such income tax, may 
bring a civil action against the Commissioner 
to restrain or enjoin him from making any 
payment under this Act .which the plaintiff 
alleges will be used in any manner which is 
in violation of the Constitution of the United 
States. No additional showing of direct ox 
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indirect financial or other injury, actual or 
prospective, on-the. part of the plaintiff shall 
be required for the maint~nance of any such 
action. 

(b) Any action brought under subsection 
(a) of this section must be commenced 
within sixty days after the final decision of 
the Commissioner. Such action shall be 
brought in the District Court of the United 
states for the District of Columbia. Upon 
the commencement of such action the Com
missioner shall file in the court the record of 
the proceedings upon which the determina
tion complained of is based. The District 
Court of the United States for the District of 
Columbia shall have · jurisdiction to hear and 
determine any such action, and the court 
shall have power to enter, upon the pleadings 
and record of proceedings a judgment affirm
ing, modifying, or reversing the decision of 
the Commissioner. The findings of the Com
missioner as to any fact, 1f supported by 
substantial evidence, shall be conclusive, but 
all rulings of law, conclusions of law, and 
mixed conclusions of fact and law, shall be 
subject to unlimited judicial review. Any 
party to such action aggrieved by a final 
order entered therein by the district court 
shall be entitled to a review thereof by the 
Supreme Court through the filing in that 
Court, within sixty days after the entry of 
that m·der, of an appeal therefrom. Any 
such action pending before any court for 
hearing, determination, or review shall be 
heard determined, or reviewed at the earliest 
practicable time, and shall be expedited in 
every practicable manner. Any action in
stituted in accordance with this section shall 
survive notwithstanding any change in the 
person occupying the office of Commissioner 
or any vacancy in such office. 

On page 20, line 5, in lieu of ' '114"' 
insert "115". 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the amendment of the 
Senator from New York. How much 
time does the Senator yield to himself? 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 10 minutes. 

This amendment is offered on behalf 
of myself, the Senator from Pennsylva
nia [Mr. ScoTT], the Senator from New 
Jersey [Mr. CASE], the Senator from New 
York [Mr. JAVITS], the Senator from Illi
nois [Mr. DouGLAS], and the Senator 
from Connecticut [Mr. BusH]. It repre
sents a group, some of whom supported 
and some of whom opposed the amend
ment offered yesterday by the Senator 
from Connecticut [Mr. BusHL 

I supported the amendment offered by 
the Senator from Connecticut · [Mr. 
BusH] yesterday because of the explicit 
statement by the Secretary of Health, 
Education, and Welfare in his letter to 
Senator PROUTY that neither he nor the 
Commissioner of Education "could with
hold funds from any State because of 
segregation in schools within that State." 
But I was apprehensive that my dis
agreement would be entirely academic if 
we did not write a specific direction to 
the Commissioner into S. 1021. 

The reason it would be academic is 
because there is no method under the 
present provisions of S. 1021 to challenge 
the administrative rulings of the Com
missioner of Education even on consti
tutional grounds. Section lll(b) of the 
bill does expressly authorize a State edu
cation agency which is dissatisfied with 
a final action of the Commissioner to 
obtain judicial review of the Commis
sioner's determination. But it contains 
no provision whatever. for court suits by 

taxpayers or other individuals who want 
to protest agaiD.st proposed grants on 
constitutional grounds. 

My amendment is not a so-called 
Powell amendment or a civil rights 
amendment, unless all the jurisdictional 
provisions of the Judicial Code or the 
Administrative Procedure Act are placed 
in this category. The amendment is 
part of the tradition of American law 
to provide a remedy for every constitu
tional wrong. It has no special applica
tion to segregation problems and would 
apply just as plainly to any action which 
sought to enjoin the disbursement of 
funds for an allegedly unconstitutional 
purpose. For example, it would apply 
to suits to challenge grants for private 
schools, if such are authorized, or grants 
for teachers' salaries, or any other grants 
protested on constitutional grounds. It 
does not suggest that such grants are 
unconstitutionai or constitutional. Such 
question would be for the courts to de
cide. It guarantees only that the com
plainant shall have a day in court in 
which to test the constitutional issue 
he raises. 

There is a widespread misconception 
that the courts would hear such cases 
even if we said nothing in the bill. This 
view is mistaken. As explained in Pro
fessor Corwin's Analysis and Interpre
tation of the Constitution, Senate 
Document No. 170, 82d Congress, 2d ses
sion-1953-page 542: 

As a general rule the interest of taxpayers 
in the general funds of the Federal Treasury 
is insufficient to give them a standing in 
court to contest the expenditure of public 
funds. 

This whole subject is discussed in an 
article in volume 41 of the American 
Bar Association Journal beginning at 
page 718, entitled "Judicial Standing in 
Subsidy Cases. The article is replete 
with references to precedents which 
make it clear that in the absence of a 
specific enabling act, the courts do not 
have jurisdiction to prevent the dis
bursement of Federal funds on the 
grounds of unconstitutionality. As a 
lawyer, I am convinced that no suit 
would lie by any taxpayer to prevent the 
disbursement of funds by the Commis
sioner of Education for unconstitutional 
purposes unless this amendment is 
adopted. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. KEATING. I am happy to yield 
to my friend from Illinois. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not true that 
one of the most prominent cases is the 
so-called FTothingham case in Massa
chusetts, in which Lewis A. Frothingham 
tried to have one of the Federal aid acts 
declared unconstitutional, and the Su
preme Court ruled that, as a private 
citizen, Frothingham had no right to 
question the constitutionality of such 
acts? 

Mr. KEATING. That is correct, the 
reason being that the interest of a single 
taxpayer is so minuscule or remote that 
he would not have standing in Federal 
court to challenge that law. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I believe the opinion 
was a unanimous one, was it not? 

Mr. KEATING. It was unanimous, 
as I recall. In the Supreme Court the 
name of the case became Massachusetts 
v. Mellon <262 U.S. 447). 

In that case Justice Sutherland dis
tinguished the right of a taxpayer in 
a municipality having the right to sue 
and that of a Federal taxpayer. Tax
payers in municipalities have been given 
the right to sue. 

Justice Sutherland said in that case: 
But the relation of a taxpayer of the United 

States to the Federal Government is very 
different. His interest in the moneys of the 
Treasury-partly realized from taxation and 
partly from other sources--is shared with 
millions of others; is comparatively minute 
and undeterminable; and the etrect upon 
future taxation, of any payment out of 
the funds, so remote, fluctuating and un
certain, that no basis is afforded for an 
appeal to the preventive powers of a court 
of equity. 

The S~nator is correct in his reference 
to that oose. I appreciate his bringing 
it up. 

There is another ground, which is also 
mentioned in some of the cases, and that 
is the sovereign's right not to be sued, 
which can be waived by statute. 

The fact that no suit will lie by a tax
payer to prevent the disbursement of 
funds by the Commissioner of Education 
for unconstitutional purposes, it is sub
mitted, must have been recognized by 
those who included the express provision 
for suits by State agencies under section 
lll(b) of the pending bill. It must have 
been recognized also by those who in
cluded a similar provision in the Clark
Morse bill for loans to nonpublic 
schools, the wording of this amendment 
being very similar to the wording of the 
amendment which those distinguished 
Senators have included in the bill which 
they have offered. 

The Department of Health, Educa
tion, and Welfare, in its brief on the 
pending bill, also recognizes the legal 
point that I am making, and concedes 
the effectiveness of language similar to 
that contained in my amendment, to 
provide a judicial remedy. 

I have been critical of some of the 
legal conclusions reached by the Secre
tary of Health, Education, and Welfare. 
However in the brief which the Depart
ment has submitted there is cited the 
case which the distinguished Senator 
from Illinois has mentioned, and it is 
pointed out and conceded that there 
would be no way to test the constitu
tionality of an alleged unconstitutional 
payment by the Commissioner of Edu
cation, in the absence of express pro
vision in the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. KEATING. I yield myself 5 ad
ditional minutes. The brief dealt with 
the constitutional question in connec
tion with aid to nonpublic schools. It 
pointed out that Congress could, of 
course, make a provision to permit the 
courts to pass on the subject, which is 
exactly what my amendment is designed 
to do. 

It is really very difficult for me to un
derstand why anyone who subscribes to 
the rule of law-and I assume that all 
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of us here subscribe to the rule of law_:_ 
would deny recourse to the courts where 
an allegation is made that the Constitu- · 
tion is being violated in the adminis
tration of the law. I can conceive of no 
considerations which could possibly jus
tify the denial of access to the courts 
under such circumstances. 

These are times when we must enforce 
and enhance the rule of law. We should 
not yield on so fundamental a principle. 
This is the time to express to the full our 
support for the judiciary by permitting 
this coequal branch of our Republic to 
exercise its scrutiny over the constitu
tionality of enactments and disburse
ments. I emphasize that the amendment 
is in no respect a new departure. It is 
the converse of provisions already in the 
bill permitting court actions by States. 
Under the wording of the bill, a State 
agency would have the right, if money 
were withheld, to bring an action to 
compel payment. Indeed, questions in 
such suits by the States are not limited 
to the Constitution. My amendment is 
limited to the constitutional question. 
It is the other side of that coin, and 
provides that a taxpayer who believes it 
is unconstitutional to disburse funds 
shall have the same right as a State 
agency to bring an action in court. 

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. KEATING. I yield. 
Mr. METCALF. It is not exactly the 

converse, is it? I say that because un
der the pending bill, S. 1021, a State's 
appeal is to the U.S. Circuit Court of 
Appeals for the circuit in which the 
appellant is located. 

Under the proposed amendment the 
case would have to be brought in the 
U.S. District Court for the District of 
Columbia and tried here. As the Sena
tor knows, I have consistently main
tained that we should try these issues 
in the district court of the State in 
which the issue arises, rather than, m 
the case of my State, going to the dis
trict court in San Francisco, for exam
ple. Under the amendment we would 
ask everyone to come to the District 
Court for the District of Columbia. 

Mr. KEATING. I am interested to 
know whether the Senator from Mon
tana would support the amendment if 
the venue were changed. 

Mr. METCALF. It would certainly 
make it much more palatable if the 
jurisdiction were changed to the dis
trict court for the State in which the 
issue arose, rather than have all the 
cases tried in the District Court for the 
District of Columbia. 

Mr. KEATING. I say frankly to the 
Senator from Montana that my initial 
reaction was the same as his, that it 
is desirable to have as many cases as 
possible tried in the most convenient 
district courts. The District Court for 
the District of Columbia is a very busy 
court. I wish to explain to the Senator 
the reason why the amendment is 
worded in this way. It is because of 
the possibility that all kinds of different 
decisions would be rendered in va:i-ious 
district courts. For that reason, I 
think it would be better to require ac
tions to be brought here, but I would 

not seriously oppose an amendment to 
the bill which would provide, as the 
Senator has suggested, that the action 
also could be brought in the district 
where the issue arises, and where the 
funds are sought. 

Mr. METCALF. As the Senator 
knows, under Public Law 815 and Pub
lic Law 874, actions are brought in the 
district court, not in the circuit court. 
This would create a parallel situation. 

Mr. KEATING. I will consider the 
Senator's point of view. I have no pride 
of authorship about the language in the 
amendment. If it is the feeling of the 
majority of Senators that they would 
prefer to have these actions brought in 
the taxpayer's State, I would not 
seriously oppose such an amendment. 

Mr. CASE of New Jersey. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Sena,tor yield? 

Mr. KEATING. I yield. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

time of the Senator has again expired. 
Mr. KEATING. I yield myself 5 addi

tional minutes. 
Mr. CASE of New Jersey. Would it 

not be desirable, if a change of this sort 
were considered, to give the plaintiff the 
option of choosing where he may sue, 
whether in the District Court in the 
State where the question arises or, as the 
amendment now provides, in the Dis
trict Court for the District of Columbia, 
where the defendant is to be found and 
where, for convenience, the Government 
would logically have the suit brought? 

Mr. KEATING. There is a parallel 
to that in the Administrative Procedure 
Act and in some other statutes, under 
which a person has such an option. I 
would consider the jurisdictional ques
tion as to where the suit could be brought 
as distinctly secondary to the main ob
jective of the amendment, and I am pre
pared to yield to the position of the ma
jority on the exact language of the 
amendment. 

As I have pointed out, the State agen
cies have the right now to seek to en
force in court what they allege to be the 
law. My amendment proposes the con
verse; namely, to give the taxpayer the 
right to go into court if he feels that an 
illegal distribution has been made. 

It is fair to ask this question: Do the 
children and the parents affected, many 
of whom are poor and helpless, deserve 
less consideration from Congress when 
judicial remedies are considered than the 
powerful States in which they reside, 
and which now have the right, under the 
bill, to bring an action? I cannot accept 
any such disparity in the treatment of 
the interests involved. I am as much 
concerned as anyone else about Federal 
encroachment on public education. I 
would favor almost any provision to pre
vent such control. But no Federal legis
lation which Congress enacts should be 
immune from constitutional limitations. 
We cannot make the Constitution in
applicable to a Federal aid to education 
program in the guise of trying to limit 
interference with local education. For 
practical purposes, unless this amend
ment shall be accepted, we will have 
made the Constitution inapplicable be
cause we will make it impossible, in any 
manner, to test the constitutionality of 

disbursements under the provisions of 
the bill. 

Mr. President, I reserve the remainder 
of my time. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from New York yield? 

Mr. KEATING. I yield to the Senator 
from Illinois. I will yield the floor. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. No; I . desire to ask 
the Senator a question. 

While the Senator from New York has 
said that this is not a civil rights amend
ment as such, nevertheless, is it not true 
that one of the major fields in which it 
might be applied is that of civil rights? 

Mr. KEATING. It is, I say frankly. 
It is my contention as a lawyer that it 
would be illegal for the Secretary of 
Health, Education, and Welfare to turn 
over funds under the proposed act to a 
State whose schools are operating in de
fiance of Supreme Court decisions. I 
recognize that that viewpoint is dis
puted by many good lawyers. 

My amendment would permit a tax
payer who had paid his income taxes to 
test that question in the courts. But 
the amendment is not limited, by any 
means, to a single purpose. It would 
permit the distinguished Senator from 
Virginia, who spoke at length last 
Wednesday and contended that the en
tire act is unconstitutional, to test the 
constitutionality of the act. There are 
sincere proponents of that point of view. 
It would permit a taxpayer to test the 
constitutionality of the entire program of 
Federal aid to education. 

My reason for saying it was not a civil 
rights amendment is that it is by no 
means limited to that field. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not true that 
hitherto Congress has refused to pass 
legislation which would support the de
~isions of the Supreme Court ·in so
called segregation cases? I take it that 
this is merely a statement of fact. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from New York has 
expired. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, I yield 
myself another 5 minutes. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not also true 
that the letter of the Secretary of 
Health, EducatiQn, and Welfare ad
dressed to the Senator from Vermont 
[Mr. PROUTY] constitutes a voluntary 
abstention from withholding grants to 
districts or. States which are in violation 
of the decision of the Supreme Court? 

Mr. KEATING. That is the way I in
terpret the letter. In utter frankness he 
has said, as has the distinguished Sena
tor from Oregon, who is in charge of the 
bill, that no funds would be withheld. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Therefore, the only 
way in which the constitutionality of 
such grants can be tested is in the courts; 
but since in the precedents which the 
Senator from New York has cited it has 
been held that individual taxpayers, in 
the absence of further legislation, have 
no right to bring such suits therefore, 
unless a provision similar to the amend
ment in question is adopted, the courts, 
as well as the legislature and the admin
istration would be powerless to act. 

Mr. KEATING. There would be no 
way to test the constitutionality or legal
ity of such action. The Federal Govern-
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ment taking the same ._position as the 
State government, there would be no 
manner in which that question could be 
tested in court. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. This proposal, there
fore, seems to be about the only way in 
which this issue can be considered in a 
legal, constitutional fashion. 

Mr. KEATING. The Senator is cor
rect. I know of no other way. If some 
other way were suggested which was bet
ter, I should be happy to withdraw my 
amendment. But I ·have not had my 
attention called to any manner in which 
the constitutionality of the provisions 
of the bill can be challenged, except in 
the manner suggested in my amendment. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. May it not be that 
there is one small loophole, namely, in 
the letter of the Secretary of Health, 
Education, and Welfare, in which he said 
that neither he nor the Commissioner of 
Education would withhold funds? That 
would not preclude the Attorney General 
from acting, but certainly the implication 
of the Secretary's letter is that in the 
absence of a positive statement by the 
Attorney General or the President, that 
the Attorney General will act, the door to 
executive action is barred. 

Mr. KEATING. It would also be open 
to action if the President issued an Exec
utive order directing the Secretary of 
Health, Education, and Welfare to with
hold funds. Then the issue would be 
raised in a suit by a State agency to com
pel the funds to be turned over. If the 
President were to make that announce
ment during the debate on this amend
ment it might change the situation. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I would not have 
supported the Bush amendment yester
day if such a statement had been is
sued; but in the absence of such a state
ment then and in the absence of such 
a statement today, I shall support the 
amendment of the Senator from New 
York and shall be very happy to join 
with him in sponsoring it. 

i do not believe, however, that it is 
the fault of the President that he has 
not issued such a statement, because so 
many events are happening all at once 
that it is impossible for a Chief Execu
tive to be on top of every issue at every 
second. Nevertheless, it seems to me 
that in the absence of some such state
ment, the only way in which provision 
can be made for a sure opportunity to 
test the constitutionality of grants under 
this act to schools which practice segre
gation is by some such amendment as 
that which the Senator from New York 
is proposing. 

I say all this with a certain degree 
of modesty because I am not a member 
of the bar. But while this may be the 
opinion of a sea lawyer, this proposal 
seems to me to be the only sure means 
by which we can assure judicial review 
of the constitutionality of the granting 
of Federal funds to foster segregation. 

Mr. KEATING. The Senator from 
Illinois may not be a lawyer, but he has 
a very keen awareness of legal implica
tions, as I have often recognized. He 
also has a ·keen interest in the subject 
which we have been discussing, as he 
has demonstrated over and over again. 

I wish to say two things to the Sen
ator: First, there was not the slightest 
implication of criticism of the President -
in my remarks. This is not the time to 
criticize the President of the United 
States. I hope that when the events in 
Laos, Cuba, Alabama, and other places 
in the world become less crucial, and if 
my amendment should be rejected-al
though I hope it will not be-the Presi
dent will turn his attention to the issu
ance of such an Executive order as I have 
referred to. 

I am grateful to the distinguished 
Senator from Illinois for his cosponsor
ship of the amendment. It adds much 
to have him join in my effort. 

VISIT TO THE SENATE BY MEMBERS 
OF THE KOREA:N" PARLIAMENT 
Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, it will 

meet with the pleasure of the Senator 
who has the floor to have the Senator 
from Ohio [Mr. LAUSCHE] be recognized, 
in order to introduce a group of very 
distinguished guests who are visiting the 
Senate. I ask unanimous consent that 
the time required for their introduction 
not be charged to the time available to 
either side under the unanimous-con
sent agreement which now is in effect. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, visit
ing the Senate today, and now on the 
floor of the Senate, are five gentlemen 
from Korea. Four of them have been 
in the United States for several days. 
Today they were at lunch with members 
of the Far East Subcommittee of the 
Foreign Relations Committee. 

I am especially pleased to welcome 
these gentlemen to the Senate and to 
the United States, knowing that the 
people of South Korea, 25 million in 
number, are in heart and in pulse-beat 
in sympathy with and have affection 
for the people of the United States. 
They have stood by our side today, re
gardless of what has happened in Korea 
within the last week. The Korean peo
ple still believe in our cause and want 
to be with us. 

It is therefore my special privilege and 
pleasure to introduce today to the Sen
ate the following gentlemen, who are 
members of the Korean Parliament. 

Mr. Soon Eung Chung, member of 
House of councilors 

Mr. 11 Tong Yang, minority leader, 
house of representatives. 

Mr. Do Yoon Choo, member of house 
of representatives. 

Mr. Chun Sung Lee, member of house 
of representatives and house steering 
committee. 

And, from the Korean Embassy, the 
Honorable Kwang Lim Koh, former 
Minister. 

[Applause, Senators rising.] 
Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, will 

the Senator from Ohio yield to me, so 
that I may say a word? 

Mr. LAUSCHE. I yield. 
Mr. KEATING. Inasmuch as I hap

pen temporarily to be occupying the seat 
of the minority leader, I wish to join the 
Senator from Ohio, on behalf of the mi-

nority, in welcoming these distinguished 
gentlemen and friends who come from 
Korea. Korea and the United States 
of America have stood together through 
thick and thin, through some rather dif
ficult times. We have great affection 
for South Korea, and a very great stake 
in the maintenance of sound government 
in South Korea. 

I join the Senator from Ohio in wel
coming these gentlemen to this Chamber. 

SCHOOL ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1961 
The Senate resumed the considera

tion of the bill <S. 1021 ) to authorize a 
program of Federal financial assistance 
for education. 

Mr. CASE of New Jersey. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator from New York 
yield to me? 

Mr. KEATING. I yield. 
Mr. CASE of New Jersey. It has been 

said that the proposed legislation should 
not be used as a means of enforcing de
segregation-that is to say, as an instru
ment for putting into effect the Supreme 
Court's interpretation of the Constitu
tion, in the school desegregation case. 

If the Senator from Ohio will permit 
me to say so, I wish to state that I think 
that, except for those who favor segre
gation, that argument is made only on 
the basis that the bill will have less 
chance to be enacted into law if the bill 
is made an affirmative instrument of de
segregation. But I have not heard any
one say that even for the sake of effect
ing the passage of the bill, it should be 
allowed to be an instrument for 
strengthening segregation. 

Is it not true that the Senator's 
amendment would not in any way make 
the bill of any effect, affirmatively, to
ward bringing about desegregation in the 
schools? 

Mr. KEATING. Only if a suit were 
brought and if a court were to hold that 
it would be unconstitutional for the Sec
retary or the Commissioner to turn over 
the funds to a State which defies the 
Supreme Court's decision and acts in an 
unconstitutional manner. 

Mr. CASE of New Jersey. But that 
would not amount to use of the act in 
an affirmative way to bring about de
segregation. It would merely prevent 
this act and the program it would orig
inate from being used as instruments to 
perpetuate segregation. 

Mr. KEATING. The Senator from 
New Jersey is eminently correct; and he 
has forcefully brought out the fact that 
the bill, as written, when taken with 
the opinion of the Secretary of Health, 
Education, and Welfare, at present en
courages segregation in the public 
schools. On the other hand, this amend
ment merely states that if the Secretary 
of Health, Education, and Welfare is 
wrong in the opinion he has expressed, 
a taxpayer shall have the right in court 
to prove that he was wrong. 

Mr. CASE of New Jersey. I appre
ciate very much the fact that the Sen
ator from New York has made that point 
very clear. I am a cosponsor, with him. 
of this amendment, as is the Senator 
from Illinois [Mr. DouGLAS], the Sen
ator from New York [Mr. JAVITSJ, and 
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other Senators. It seems to me that 
regardless of whatever may be our view 
as to the desirability of making the 
school system's program an instrument 
to bring about. a little more quickly, 
decency in this country, and to do so 
amrmatively, there can be no justifica
tion whatever for putting on the statute 
books of the country a bill which would 
delay desegregation. Yet that would be 
~he effect, as stated more than once, 
and as announced officially on the 
floor-namely, that no account what
ever will be taken, in connection with 
the distribution of the funds. as to 
whether the funds will be given to a 
school which is practicing segregation 
or whether the school has made any 
move at all-and some have not done 
so-to comply with the Supreme Court's 
decision. 

Mr. KEATING. I agree, and I am 
very thankful to the Senator for his 
remarks and for his cosponsorship. 

I wish to supplement what he said
and I have permission to say th:i&-by 
stating that one of our friends who 
comes from one of the Southern States, 
and who, of course, views this subject 
somewhat differently from the way in 
which many of the rest of us view it, 
said to me, this morning, and after he 
said it, I asked whether I could quote 
him as saying it; and he replied that I 
could if he was quoted anonymously
that this amendment is so right in prin
ciple that it is very difficult to oppose 
it; it is so right in principle that the 
constitutionality of the proposed use of 
public funds should be subject to being 
tested in the courts. 

Mr. CASE of New Jersey. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator from New York 
yield? 

Mr. KEATING. I yield. 
Mr. CASE of New Jersey. It may be 

argued-and I assume that no other 
argument could be made in opposition 
to this amendment at this time-that 
even this. very mild provision to prevent 
the act from being used in aid of segre
gation, will run some risk of having an 
adverse effect on the final passage of the 
bill, either here or in the other body. 

Is it not the view of the Senator from 
New York, in agreement with my view, 
that if, in order to have this bill passed, 
we must "buy" segregation with it, it 
comes at too high a price? 

Mr. KEATING. It is too high a price 
for me to pay, I say to my friend. Fur
thermore, in addition, we would "buy" 
the barring of the courts to anyone who 
might wish to test the constitutionality 
or the unconstitutionality of the ad
ministration of this law. That is what 
we have to "buy" if this amendment 
were rejected and if subsequently the 
bill were passed. 

Mr. CASE of New Jersey. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator yield further? 

Mr. KEATING. I yield. 
Mr. CASE of New Jersey. It is my 

judgment that it is not fair to the Mem
bers of the Congress of the United 
States, in this body or the other body, 
to say that any substantial number of 
them are going to be affected in their 
voting on the school aid bill by the con
sideration we are now talking about, and 

that any asserted danger that adoption 
of this amendment might endanger the 
passage of the bill is not based upon any 
reasonable prospect. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, I 
know the Senator has correctly stated 
the basis of the opposition to this 
amendment. I am sure that those 
Senators, like the distinguished Senator 
from Oregon, who have stated that they 
will oppose the amendment do not op
pose. the objectives sought to be achieved, 
but that their opposition is based on the 
fact that they fear it would militate 
against the enactment of the school aid 
bill. I sincerely do not believe it would. 
I sincerely do not believe that to give 
the right to test this question or any 
other constitutional question to any 
taxpayer, in order that the courts might 
pass on the question, would militate 
against the enactment of the school aid 
bill. If it would, I think that fact is 
highly regrettable. 

Mr. CASE of New Jersey. I thank 
the Senator. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. 
President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. KEATING. I yield. 
Mr. CASE of South Dakota. The 

junior Senator from South Dakota is a 
little uncertain as to the practical effect 
of this amendment, and for that reason 
I should like to ask two or three ques
tions. 

First, the sponsors of the amendment 
require that the action must be brought 
in the District Court of the United States 
for the District of Columbia. Why not 
in any district court? 

Mr. KEATING. That question was 
the subject of some colloquy when the 
Senator was necessarily off the floor, at 
which time I stated I would not seriously 
oppose an amendment to the amendment 
to provide that action could be brought 
in the district where the taxpayer re
sided. 

I recognize that we should not over
load the district court in the District of 
Columbia with litigation. That court is 
overloaded with litigation now. There 
are many factors and the matter was 
referred to by the distinguished junior 
Senator from Montana [Mr. METCALF], 
why it would be better not to require 
that the action be brought in the Dis
trict of Columbia. 

The other side of the situation is that. 
if actions. were brought all over the coun
try, there could be a wide variance in the 
decisions which were made. For that 
reason it would be better to bring the 
actions in the District of Columbia. 
Normally, it would involve not a large 
number of witnesses, but merely legal 
argument, and that could be done in the 
District of Columbia. 

However. if a majority of Senators 
feel it would be better to have the ac
tions brought in the various States, I 
would not oppose such amendment. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Gener
ally speaking, from the standpoint of 
the taxpayers-and this amendment es
tablishes the right of taxpayers-it would 
be an additional expense for them to 
come from California or Alaska or Flor
ida or Texas to bring suit here in the 
District of Columbia. 

Mr. KEATING. That is true. although 
I do not anticipate that a taxpayer from 
Alaska would bring such an. action; but 
I do agree that point has some merit. 
I would think one or two aetion&-prob
ably only one-would be brought to test 
tbe question. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. The last 
remark which the Senator has made 
suggests an assumption about which I 
am a little dubious. The Senator re
ferred to one or two test cases. What 
I wonder is if the administrator of the 
act might be plagued by a great number 
of cases. That is, if there were people
and I know there are people in my State 
who have no sympathy with any form 
of Federal aid to education-who wanted 
to defeat the purposes of the act under 
the right proposed to be given to them 
by the amendment, would it not be pos
sible for them to impose a series of suits, 
and keep the act from being effectively 
administered in a number of States? 

Mr. KEATING. I must concede, as 
I said in my previous remarks, that this 
provision is by no means limited to the 
issue of desegregation, and would per
mit any test of a constitutional char
acter with regard to any part of the leg
islation. Having said that. it will be 
noticed the proposal provides that any
body aggrieved by a final order shall be 
entitled to a review by the Supreme 
Court within 60 days. 

In other words, a direct appeal to 
the Supreme Court is provided in the 
amendment, which would e'X!)edite the 
procedure. It would not be necessary 
to go through the court of appeals. I 
would not think there would be any 
substantial delay in connection with 
the administration of the act. If there 
is a comparatively small amount of de
lay, it would be justified, in my judg
ment, by the establishment of the 
constitutionality of the act, or the estab
lishment of the unconstitutionality of 
the act. The Senator would not, any 
more than I, want to support unconsti-
tutional legislation. ·-

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I think 
most of us, of course, as an abstract prin
ciple, do not believe in unconstitutional 
expenditures. On the other hand, in 
this field we do run very close to sensi
tivities. Ordinarily a right is not given 
to a citizen to sue a Federal oftlcer ex
cept by express provision. To extend 
that right against the Commissioner 
opens the possibility that those who 
want to defeat the operation of the act 
could do so by a series of suits which 
would load the court. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. KEATING. I yield myself an 
additional5 minutes. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Cer
tainly it would load the District Court 
of the District of Columbia. Then, with 
the provision that the action must be 
brought within 60 days, I notice the 
Senator has a proviso that tbe action 
shall be expedited and a review shall 
be heard and determined at the earliest 
practicable time. In the final analysis, 
it might be possible that this provision 
would let those who wanted to defeat 
the purpose of the act do so. 
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Mr. KEATING. Let me endeavor to 

disabuse the Senator's mind of the fear 
that there would be ·any great delay as 
to operation of the act. The bringirig of 
an action' would not mean an injunction 
would be gra]:lted or that a restraining 
order would be issued. In order to issue 
a temporary restraining order, the ·judge 
would have to be satisfied of the sub
stantial merit of the case. A judge will 
not grant a restraining order on request. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I hope 
the judge would not, but I know that the 
language provides "to restrain or en
join him from making any payment un
der this act which the plaintiff alleges 
will be used in any manner which 1s in 
violation of the Constitution of the 
United States." 

I suspect there are some people who 
have some rather deep feelings about 
certain phases of the operation of the 
act. They might make allegations in 
various ways that the payments might 
be used unconstitutionally. 

Mr. KEATING. I am sure there are 
sincere advocates of the point of view 
that any payments under the act would 
be unconstitutional because the whole 
act is claimed to be unconstitutional. I 
do not share that point of view, but there 
are sincere people who feel that way. 

I point out to the Senator that the 
mere fact that the act would give the 
right to restrain or to enjoin does not 
mean that a restraining or enjoining 
order would be granted any time the 
question arose. There would have to be 
a meritorious case presented before such 
a restraining or enjoining order would 
be granted. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. KEATING. I yield to the Sen.._ 
ator. 

Mr. BUTLER. The Senator from 
South Dakota seems to be under the mis
apprehension that there would not be a 
speedy decision by the Supreme Court 
and that by the institution of a series 
of suits one might be able to indefinitely 
postpone the operation of the statute. 
I do not think that would be possible un
der the Senator's amendment. 

Mr. KEATING. No. If opponents of 
the act tried to bring a series of actions 
in lower courts the judge, after one case 
had been decided and passed upon by 
the Supreme Court, which can be done 
very quickly, would not give more than 
5 minutes to the case. 

Mr. BUTLER. The judge would stay 
all the other proceedings until the Su
preme Court decided the issue. 

Mr. KEATING. He would. 
Mr. BUTLER. I think that is one of 

the things which is worrying the Senator 
from South Dakota. 

Mr. KEATING. Then the judge 
would summarily dispose of the other 
cases in accordance with the decision in 
the Supreme Court. 

Mr. BUTLER. I say to the Senator 
from New York that I wholeheartedly 
join in support of his amendment, and I 
hope it will be agreed to. I think it is 
a very meritorious amendment. -

Mr. KEATING. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. 

President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. KEATING. I yield. 

Mr. CASE 'of South Dakota. The sec
ond sentence of paragraph (b) of the 
amendment, as offered, reads: 

Such action shall be brought in the Dis
trict Court of the United States for the 
District of Columbia. 

In view of what the sponsor of the 
amendment has said, would the sponsor 
object to changing the language to read: 

Such action shall be brought in the dis
trict court of the district in which the tax
payer has paid his tax. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield before he answers that 
question? 

Mr. KEATING. I do not wish to ac
cept the language. I would prefer to 
give an option, so that the taxpayer can 
bring an action in either of two places, 
as was suggested by the distinguished 
Senator from New Jersey, and as is pro
vided in some of the statutes already. I 
would prefer to add to the present lan
guage, "or in the District Court of the 
United States for the district in which 
the taxpayer resides." 

I would prefer to do it in that way. 
Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I started 

to write in the word ''resides," but there 
are some people who reside in the Dis
trict of Columbia and who pay taxes in 
their home States. 

Mr. KEATING. Under this language 
those people could bring suits in the Dis
trict, if they wished. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. If the 
Senator provided a choice, that would 
be satisfactory. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from New York has 
expired. 

Mr. KEATING. I yield myself an 
additional 5 minutes. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. In my 
own State, for example, we have a dis
trict court at the opposite end of the 
State. There are complaints that tax
payers or lawyers have to travel 400 
miles and back to go to the district court 
to enter a motion. If it were necessary 
to come to the District of Columbia, that 
would be even a longer trip. 

Mr. KEATING. I must say to my 
friend that when one gets down to the 
specific courts, if we are to enlarge the 
language, to not require the suit to be 
brought in the District of Columbia
! think it would be a fair compromise 
to give the taxpayer an option of bring
ing the suit in one place or the other. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I would 
be satisfied with such a provision. 

Mr. KEATING. We could add the 
words, "or in the District Court of the 
United States for the district in which 
the taxpayer resides." 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. KEATING. I yield. 
Mr. JAVITS. I am glad the Senator 

has not succumbed to the temptation, 
often presented in the Senate, of agtee
ing to something a colleague wishes out 
of hand. The Senator knows, because 
of long and valuable experience in the 
civil rights field, how expensive these 
cases may be, and therefore knows the 
desirability of allowing a case to be 
brought at the seat of government as 
well as elsewhere. I agree with that. 

Mr. President, I think I am the only 
one of the cosponsors who voted to table 
the Bush amendment. I hope the Sena
tor will be able to yield 5 minutes to me, 
because I strongly support the amend
ment. 

Mr. KEATING. I surely shall. 
Mr. JAVITS. I think the amendment 

will make a splendid contribution to the 
bill and should in no way, in all reason, 
interfere with its becoming law. The 
amendment will in every way contribute 
to an equitable and fair administration. 

Mr. KEATING. I appreciate the re
marks of my colleague. I appreciate 
the cosponsorship of the amendment. 
I assure my colleague that, at the ap
propriate time, I shall yield to him. In 
so far as I am concerned, if the Sena
tor would like to have time now, with 
the permission of the distinguished 
manager of the bill, I shall yield to the 
Senator. 

I have taken a great deal of time. I 
shall be glad to let the Senator from 
Oregon proceed, if he wishes; otherwise, 
I yield to the Senator from New York 5 
minutes or such additional time as he 
may desire. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
senior Senator from New York is recog
nized. 

Mr. JAVITS. I thank my colleague. 
Mr. President, I believe I am the only 

one of the cosponsors of the amend
ment--which I am delighted to see co
sponsored in a bipartisan way through 
the graciousness of our colleague from 
illinois [Mr. DouGLAsJ-who voted to 
table the Bush amendment and who felt 
quite sincerely that if we desired to ob
tain Federal aid to education we had to 
make that sacrifice. 

I compliment my colleag·ue from Con
necticut, not only for his eloquent but 
also for his able espousal of that cause. 
Under the pressures of the day, it was al
most an exercise beyond self -discipline 
to keep from voting with him, consider
ing what is taking place in terms of the 
national disagrace and the national 
tragedy in Birmingham and Mont
gomery, Ala. 

Mr. President, the reason the pending 
amendment is not in the same category 
with the other amendment--deeply as I 
feel that the other amendment was quite 
understandable, though I could not sup
port it-is that the Keating amendment 
would leave the situation as it is. 

This is a very important point to 
make. The amendment would leave the 
situation as it is because, as we stand 
today, any citizen who has a modest in
terest of having· a child or children in 
school can seek the desegregation of a 
school district and can go through the 
court process in respect to that school. 
Why should not the same citizen have 
the same opportunity to question the 
support of the school system, when he 
has the right to sue to bring about its 
desegregation. That is all the Keating . 
amendment would provide. It would 
give the citizen the same position he has 
today. 

If the Keating amendment is not 
agreed to, in view of the opinion of the 
Secretary of Health, Education, and 
Welfare, as contained in the letter which 
was sent to the Senator from Vermont 
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[Mr. PRouTY]. the Secretary will reserve 
to himself the righ~indeed,. as he says, 
the duty-to pay funds out of Federal 
aid to any State. The Secretary says 
that he "cannot withhold funds from 
any State because of segregation in 
schools within that State." 

I respectfully submit that this is much 
too wide an interpretation and that is 
unsound law. I am really quite sur
prised that it is even contemplated, con
sidering' the learning and erudition as a 
lawYer of the Secretary of Health, Edu
ciation, and Welfare. I hope he will take 
another look at it. 

It is quite unlikely that the Secretary 
has not seen the letter, because it bears 
his signature. I know Mr. Ribicoff. and 
I know he is a man of great responsi
bility as well as of considerable learning. 
I am amazed the statement is as broad 
as it is. 

I agree with my colleague [Mr. 
KEATING) in saying that when. this comes 
to be refined by the Attorney General it 
will never stand up, for the reason that, 
according to the letter, the Secretary 
would feel it proper to pay over money 
for the benefit of a school district which 
might be in contempt of court. It is 
conceivable that a school district subjec.t 
to an order to desegregate might defy 
the order and be in contempt of court, 
but nonetheless, the Secretary says, he 
would pay over the money. 

I cannot believe it. I am sure it will 
not happen. The Secretary says he 
must do it. but it is inconceivable. 

Mr. President. I think .the strongest 
argument for the Keating amendment, 
which is a most constructive amend
ment, upon which I complimented him 
yesterday and again compliment him to
day-is that it is a constructive addition 
to the bill. Were I in the shoes of the 
sponsor of the bill I would accept the 
amendment, because I think it is emi
nently proper. 

We cannot hope to please people who 
are unreasonable. We cannot hope to 
try to shape a bill to deal with unreason
able points. Most of us have thought, 
notwithstanding our deep feeling about 
school desegregation, and considering 
Representative PowELL's expression 
upon the subject, that the p1·acticalities 
of the situation dictate that the question 
must be dealt with separately. But the 
practicalities of the situation certainly 
do not dictate that we should change 
the existing situation. What the 
amendment of my colleague from New 
York would do would be to maintain the 
existing rights and the existing situa
tion of the individual citizen. There
fore. I hope very much that his amend
ment will be agreed to. because it is 
reasonably adapted to do what must be 
done in all equity and justice. 

I cannot see how any reasonable per
son-and I am glad the Senator quoted 
his southern friends-could refrain from 
accepting this amendment as fair,. no 
matter how he may feel about school 
desegregation, because it would do noth
ing but continue a right a citizen enjoys 
today with respect to suing to bring 
about the desegregation of a school 
district. 

Another point in respect to a desegre
gation amendment is that the Supreme 
Court itself has held tba.t ,the Constitu~ 
tion must be implemented. It is not 
self-operative. It inust be implemented 
either by law or court decision. · 

Therefore, in order to desegregate a 
school district. one must start a suit. 
The Supreme Court has said, "We will 
cause the district court to enter a de
cree," and added that desegregation must 
take place with "all deliberate speed." 
Such a condition involves questions of 
law and fact. So one may say that 
the antisegregation amendment is too 
broad. Even the courts do not make that 
statement. They have said, "You must 
bring the suit and satisfy the conditions 
and timing for desegregation." But 
when a decree has been issued, the pos
sibility that t~e Secretary of Health, 
Education, and Welfare could fty in the 
face of that decree in giving aid would 
be inconceivable. I do not believe it 
would happen. I do not care what the 
Secretary of Health. Education, and 
Welfare says now. But he certainly puts 
us on notice that if we want to maintain 
the existing situation, we must adopt the 
Keating amendment; and I hope very 
much that the Senate will vote favorably 
on the amendment. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President. I yield 
myself 1 minute. I express my grati
tude to my distinguished colleague from 
New York for his support of the ·amend
ment. I think it is significant that my 
colleague, who took a different view of 
the Bush amendment from my own, and 
who had his sincere reasons and his com
mitments in committee with others for 
the position which he took, is now sup
porting the amendment which would do 
exactly what he said it would do. It 
leaves things where they are now, but 
it would give the taxpayer the light to 
test the constitutionality of the adminis
tration of the act. 

Mr. JAVITS. I thank my colleague. 
Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I yield 

myself whatever time is necessary, but 
I shall be relatively brief. 

I feel the same way I felt the other 
day when the amendment offered by the 
Senator from Kentucky £Mr. CooPER] 
and the Senator from New York [Mr. 
JAVlTsl was under discussion. I have the 
utmost respect for them. as I had for the 
Senator from Connecticut [Mr. BusH], 
when I found it necessary tG oppose his 
amendment, as I do this one,. on what I 
consider to be· opposition based on the 
merits and not based on fioor strategy. 
I have heard in the cloakrooms that, "If 
the Senator from Oregon were not the 
ftoor leader of the bill, he probably would 
be on our side of the amendment.." 

I want to dispel that notion. I would 
not support the amendment, whether or 
not I was in charge of tbe bill. I think 
the amendment is an unwise one. Hav
ing made that statement. however, I 
quickly add that I have the greatest re
spect for the legal ability of my friends 
from New York.. They are two of the 
most brilliant laWYers in the Senate. I 
:find myself on the ~pposite side only in 
regard to what I cqnsider to be the legal 
me1its of the amendment. 

I hope that at the. earliest possible 
moment we shall find ourselves ioining 
forces _again in support of a, common 
cause. which is the major objeetive of 
the bill itself. The great regret l have 
is to leave them on the amendment. 

In my judgment, the amendment 
would add a. new section to the bill pro
viding for a Federal income tax payers 
suit against the Commissioner to re
strain or enjoin him from making any 
payment under this act which the plain
tiff alleges will be used in any manner 
which is in. violation of the Constitution 
of the United States. 

The adminis;tra.tion•s memorandum on 
the impact of the first amendment to the 
Constitution upon Federal aid to edu
cation, dated March 28, 1961, contains 
the following statement: 

Individual taxpayers lack standing su!
ficlen.t to sue in a. court ot the United States, 
and, where, a party to a. lawsuit lacks suf
ficient standing, there is no case o:r contro
versy which the Federal courts may decide. 
This requirement of a case of controversy 
is imposed upon the Federal courts by· arti
cle III of the Constitution, and there appears 
to be no way in which legislation can dilute 
tbis :requbement. 

It can be seriously questioned whether 
the Congress has power under the Con
stitution to confer standing upon an 
individual Federal tax payer to being suit 
to enjoin expenditure of Federal funds 
allegedly in violation of the Constitution. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 
Mr. KEATING. The Senator's frank

ness is very disarming at times. but I 
ask the Senator whether. having con
sidered the language, it is not for all 
practical purposes the same language as 
that contained in the Morse-Ciatk, bill. 
The language of the -amendment was 
taken almost bodily from the wording 
of the Morse-Clark bill. which has been 
introduced with reference to aid to non
public schools. 

Mr. MORSE. I thought that part of 
the bill was identical. I did nat think 
it was almost identical. 

Mr. KEATING. It is very similar. 
Mr. MORSE. I thought the Senator 

adopted my identical language. 
Mr. KEATING. I assume that the 

Senator from Oregon would nat propose 
an unconstitutional bill. Knowing of 
his great erudition as a lawyer, I was 
sure that he had studied that problem 
and had reached the conclusion that 
such a bill would be constitutional. 

Mr. MORSE. I would not knowingly 
or intentionally propose an unconstitu
tional section in any bill_ 

There are many differences between a 
public school bill and a private school 
bill. For example, in a private school aid 
program there would be no legal protec
tion whatsoever for the Negro taxpayer 
unless it is written into the bill, and we 
did propose such a limitation in our bill 
because the desegregation decisions are 
limited to public education. Also I point 
out in the private school bill we provided 
two methods in addition to a -taxpayer 

·Suit~ for testing the constitutionality of 
the proposed loans to Pl'ivate schools. 
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It is my opinion · that in connection 

with the publiC school b~ the amend
ment· of the Senator from New York 
could not, without fundamental changes 
in the bill and the amendment., give a 
taxpayer legal standing to bring a suit, 
under the constitutional restriction of 
Justice Sutherland's dec-ision in the 
Mellon case. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 
Mr. KEATING. I should like to cite 

to the Senator some language which sup
ports the position taken in favor of the 
amendment and also the position taken 
on the so-called Clark bill, which is 
identical with the provision in the 
amendment. I know the Senator will 
wish to have the constitutionality of his 
provision substantiated in every possible 
way. Judge Frank, in Associated Indus
tries against !ekes, said, in part: 

While Congress can constitutionally au
thorize no one, in the absence. of an actual 
justiciable controversy, to bring a suit for 
judicial determination eithez: of the constitu
tionality of a statute or. the scope of powers 
conferred by a statute upon Governm.ent 
offi.cers, it can coE.stitutionally authorize 
one of its. own offi.cials,, such . as the Attor
ney Generalr to bring a proceeding to. pre
vent another offi.cial from acting in violation 
of his statutory powers; for then an. actual 
controversy exists, and. the Attorney Gene1·al 
can properly be vested with · authority, in 
such a. controversy,,. to vindicate the interest 
of the public or the Government. Instead 
of designating the Attorney General, or some 
other public. offi.ce.r, to bring such proceed
ings, Congress can constitutionally enact a 
statute conferring on any nonoffi.cfal person, 
or on a designated group of nonofficial per
sons., authority io bring a suit to prevent ac
tion by an offi.c.er in violation of Ills statutory 
powers; for then, in like manner. there is 
an actual controversy, and there is nothing 
constitutionally prohibiting Congress from 
empowering any person, offi.cial or not, to 
institute a proceeding involving. such a con
troversy, even if the sole purpose is to vindi
cate the. public interest. Such persons, so 
authorized, are, so to speak, private attorneys 
general. 

That seems to be very forcibly put. 
Mr. MORSE. Yes. Will the Senator 

give me the citation? 
Mr. KEATING. Associated. Industries 

v. Ickes 034 Fed. 2d, 694). The lan
guage which I have quoted is at page 701. 
I wish to be entirely fair with the Sena
tor. The case was vacated on other 
grounds, which in no way dealt with this 
question, in 320 U.S. 70'1, a decision in 
1943. 

Mr. MORSE. I wish to point. out to 
the Senator that I was not going to use 
the argument that the case had been 
vacated as a judgment being passed by 
the Supreme Court on Judge Frank's 
opinion. I am familiar with that case. 
I would be less than honest with my 
friend from New York if I did not say I 
used the language of the decision in pre
paring for consideration. in committee of 
the Clark-Morse bili. 

As a lawyer, howev~r, I cannot esqape 
the fact that the Mellon case still stands · 
on the books as the unreversed decision 
-of the U.S. Supreme Court on this sub-
ject matter. -As far as I am cmtcemed, 
the Mellon case is controlling upon us. 

CVII---54& 

In my judgment we cannot give that 
right to the taxpayer, merely by the 
means proVided in the Senator's amend
ment, in light ·of the Mellon case. In es
sence the Mellon case is a determination 
of a constitutional matte:r, is a constitu
tional rule, is a constitutional principle. 
It cannot be changed by this amendment. 
Congress cannot by such legisiation 
change a constitutional ruling of the U.S. 
Supreme Court once the Supreme Court 
in effect says-and I believe this is what 
the Mellon opinion says, "This is the 
Constitution put to practice." 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield briefly? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 
Mr. KEATING. My interpretation of 

the Mellon decision is simply that no 
such suit would lie unless Congress had 
acted. I respect the Senator's opinion, 
but that is what I would say the opinion 
means. In any event, if the amendment 
were adopted and became a part of the 
law, and it .were held that a taxpayer 
could not constitutio!lally bring an ac
tion even after Congress had given him 
that right, it certainly would be hur
riedly disposed of and would not cause 
any delay in the disbursement of funds. 

Mr. MORSE. It would cause many 
more troubles, which I wish to talk 
about. I shall return to the legal argu
ment in a moment, but first I wish to 
cover this argument. 

Apart from the constitutional ques
tion, it may be seriously questioned that 
the cause of desegregation of public 
schools will be furthered by the with
holding of Federal assistance funds. If 
the proposed amendment would be 
legally effectual in conferring taxpayers 
standing to sue, there is grave risk that 
the entire program of Federal aid to 
education authorized by the bill could be 
interfered with if a series of taxpayers' 
suits were brought under any constitu
tional law theory to enjoin payments to 
any and ali States. This would obviously 
be a most unfortunate result and one not 
intended by the adoption of the Keating 
amendment. 

The constitutional right to attend 
public schools operated in a racially non
discriminatory fashion was established 
by a decision of the Supreme Court in a 
suit brought without benefit of the pro
vision of law proposed in the Keating 
amendment. Progress has been made 
since the Supreme Court's. decision to
ward desegregation of public schools in 
many areas where school segregation has 
been practiced. Further progress can 
be expected without the adoption of the 
Keating amendment. The most likely 
result of the Keating amendment would 
be to imperil the enactment of Federal 
aid to education, or. if it were enacted, 
to imperil the carrying out of the pro
gram of Federal aid authorized. Neither 
result would further desegregation. 
Both results would interfere with the 
extremely necessary improvement of 
public elementary and secondary educa
tion which the bill is desigDed. to help 
achieve. 

Furthermore, it seems to me that if we 
start the precedent which · is proposed 
this afternoon, and attach it to the pend-

ing bill, I do ·not see how in the world 
there could be any obj;ection too the 
otiering of a stark, stereotyped amend
ment to every piece of legislation that 
is brought to the :floor of the Senate, 
when anyone could say, "Ah,. but some
one may raise a constitutitmru question 
about this bill, and therefore we ought 
to put the· Keating amendment ·on the 
bill in order to · assure taxpayers that 
they can bring an action. to test the 
constitutionality of it." 

That. takes us a long way !rom the 
sound constitutional theory of the Mel
lon case which I wish to discuss momen
tarily. 

Furthermore, in my judgment it would 
lead to the initiation of unnecessary 
litigation. It would certainly be very 
unsound legislative policy. 

We cannot start to draw a line of dis
tinction between bills which involve pos
sible constitutional questions. We can
not say, "Well, we will offer this eniy to 
a bill that involves the civil rights issue 
or have a relationship to the whole mat
ter of segregation.' .. 

r fully understand the position of the 
Senator from New York. He was very 
frank with us, as I tried to ·be with the 
Senate. He said that he was not offer
ing his amendment as a so-called civil 
rights amendment.- He reJects the no
tion that it is to be considered as a civil 
rights amendment. But when we con
sider the practicality of the situation, we 
cannot escape the fact that even if the 
senator from New York is not offering 
his amendment for that purpose, many 
other Senators who are supporting the 
amendment, have said to. me, quite 
frankly-and I shall paraphrase them, 
but aceurately-"Listen, WAYNE, we must 
get something on civil rights into the bill. 
We must get into the bill some restric
tion on civil rights. We must include in 
the bill something which will make it 
possible for me to say, 'After an, I voted 
for some language in the bill which 
sought to impose some restrtction with 
respect to the matter of segregation.' " 

I d() not think it can be denied that we 
are dealing with an amendment which, 
whether the authors so intended or not, 
has the eifect of being designed to take 
effect with respect to the segregation 
issue. 

So I say, most respectfully. that I :find 
myself in the same position in which I 
found myself yesterday, when I opposed 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Connecticut lMr. BusHl. When all is 
said and done, in my capacity of :floor 
leadership of the bill, I am confronted 
with one practicality that because many 
Senators look upon this amendment as 
having a civil rights import and impact, 
it. raises in the Senate the civil rights 
issue, which in my judgment would have 
the effect--and I say this most respect
fully--of endangering the passage of the 
bill itself. 

I believe it is not necessary to adopt 
the Keating amendment in orde:r to solve 
the problem raised by the · SUpreme 
Court. decision of 1954. However .. as I 
have. said before in the debate. in the 
discussion of any amendment, I shall 
never lose sight of ,my objective. Mr. 
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objective is the objective of the adminis
tration. Our objective is to !;>lace on the 
statute books, for the first time, the 
principle of Federal aid .to education, so 
that we can bring to the boys and girls 
of the Nation, who are now really being 
cheated in many States, the opportunity 
to develop fully their educational oppor
tunities, and at least seek to come some
where near providing the same measure 
of equality of educational opportunity. 
I shall never lose sight of the fact that 
that is the important goal of the pro
posed legislation. 

Any amendment which, in my judg
ment, jeopardizes the attainment of that 
goal, I consider a crippling amendment. 
I say most respectfully that I consider 
the Keating amendment a crippling 
amendment because it endangers the 
placing on the statute books, for the first 
time, the principle of Federal aid to edu
cation. 

Returning to my legal argument, I be
lieve the Senate should take a few min
utes to ponder the significance of Com
monwealth of Massachusetts against 
Mellon. I am somewhat surprised that 
some Senators seem to hold a point of 
view that this case is wrong and has an 
unfortunate result. But I defend the 
case of Massachusetts against Mellon. I 
shall take the Senate, for a few minutes, 
to the landmark decision of Justice 
Sutherland in the Mellon case. 

Note the date of the case. It is re
ported in 262 United States, decided in 
the October term, 1922. It will be found 
in 262 United States beginning at page 
447. I shall read from page 478. 

Since 1922, the Mellon case has stood 
every attempt to have it modified by the 
Supreme Court It has stood every pro
cedural attempt to change it. I think 
the reason is a general recognition that 
as a matter of law, the decision is sound 
in connection with the constitutional 
points which it raises. I shall read two 
or three paragraphs to give Senators who 
are not familiar with the case the opera
tive facts. Justice Sutherland, deliver
ing the opinion of the Court, said: 

These cases were argued and will be con
sidered and disposed of together. The first 
is an original suit in this Court. The other 
was brought in the Supreme Court of the 
District of Columbia. That court dismissed 
the bill and its decree was affirmed by the 
District Court of Appeals. Thereupon the 
case was brought here by appeal. Both cases 
challenge the constitutionality of the act 
of November 23, 1921 (ch. 135, 42 Stat. 224), 
commonly called the Maternity Act. Briefly, 
it provides for an initial appropriation and 
thereafter annual appropriations for a period 
o:i 5 years, to be apportioned among such of 
the several States as shall accept and com
ply with its provisions, for the purpose of 
cooperating with them to reduce maternal 
and infant mortality and protect the health 
of mothers and infants. 

There are many differences between 
the Maternity Act and s. 1021, the Fed
eral aid to education bill; but there are 
many similarities, too. I have just read 
a couple of similarities. I think it is in
teresting to note that the Maternity Act, 
to which the decision applied, was a 5-
year act. The bill under consideration 
will be a 3-year act. 

I think it is also interesting to observe 
that justice Sutherland pointed out, in 

regard to the Maternity Act, as I now 
point out in regard to the Federal Aid to 
Education Act, that the aid was not 
forced on the States. Remember, he 
said: 
· Briefly, it provides for an initial appro
priation and thereafter annual appropria
tions for a period of 5 years, to be appor
tioned among such of the several States as 
shall accept and comply with its provisions, 
for the purpose of cooperat~ng with them to 
reduce maternal and infant mortality and 
protect the health of mothers and infants. 
It creates a bureau to administer the act in 
cooperation with State agencies, which are 
required to make such reports concerning 
their operations and expenditures as may be 
prescribed by the Federal bureau. When
ever that bureau shall determine that funds 
have not been properly expended in respect 
of any State, payments may be withheld. 

That is an interesting similarity, is it 
not, between many of the procedures set 
forth and the jurisdictional controls set 
up in the Maternity Act and the Federal 
Aid to Education Act. I point this out 
because we are now dealing with the 
consideration of a problem in connec
tion with two bills, one already decided 
by the Supreme Court, but which, in my 
judgment, is clearly applicable to the 
Federal aid to education bill, which I 
am seeking to have the Senate pass. 

Justice Sutherland then said: 
It is asserted that these appropriations 

are for purposes not national, but local to 
the States, and together with numerous 
similar appropriations constitute an effec
tive means of inducing the States to yield a 
portion of their sovereign rights. It is fur
ther alleged that the burden of the appro
priations provided by this act and similar 
legislation falls unequally upon the several 
States, and rests largely upon the industrial 
States, such as Massachusetts; that the act 
is a usurpation of power not granted to Con
gress by the Constitution. * * * 

Have we heard any of those argu-
. ments in connection with this bill? We 
can almost say, "This is where we walked 
in," because this kind of debate in con
nection with this kind of Federal aid to 
legislation is historic in this body. We 
have not really plowed any new ground; 
we have simply been harrowing some 
ground really plowed, in my judgment, 
back in 1922, when the Mellon decision 
was handed down. Justice Sutherland 
then went to to say: 

The act is a usurpation of power not 
granted to Congress by the Constitution-an 
attempted exercise of the power of local self-

. government reserved to the States by the lOth 
amendment; and that the defendants are 
proceeding to carry the act into operation. 
In the Massachusetts case it is alleged that 
the plaintiff's rights and powers as a 
sovereign State and the rights of its citizens 
have been invaded and usurped by these 
expenditures and acts; and that, although 
the State has not accepted the act, its con
stitutional rights are infringed by the pas
sage thereof and the imposition upon the 
State of an illegal and unconstitutional 
option either to yield to the Federal Govern
ment a part of its reserved rights or lose the 
share which it would otherwise be entitled to 
receive of the moneys appropriated. In the 
Frothingham case plaintiff alleges that the 
effect of the statute will be to take her prop
erty, under the guise of taxation, without 
due process of law. 

We have reached the conclusion that the 
cases must be disposed of for want of juris
diction without considering the merits of the 
constitutional questions. 

In the first case, the State of Massachu
setts presents no justicial;>le ·controversy 
either in its .own behalf or as the repre
sentative of its citizens. The appellant in 
the second suit has no such interest in the 
subject matter, nor is . any such injury in
flicted or threatened, as will enable her to 
sue. 

Then the Justice proceeds to discuss 
the claim of Massachusetts as a State. 
He rejects the claim that Massachusetts 
has any standing to bring action as a 
State. 

Then, on pages 488 and 489 he pro
ceeds to discuss the alleged rights of the 
taxpayer, as follows: 

We have no power per se to review and 
annul acts of Congress on the ground that 
they are un.constitutional. That question 
may be considered only when the justifica
tion for some direct injury suffered or 
threatened, presenting a justiciable issue, is 
made to rest upon such an act. Then the 
power exercised is that of ascertaining and 
declaring the law applicable to the contro
versy. It amounts to little more than the 
negative power to disregard an unconstitu
tional enactment, which otherwise would 
stand in the way of the enforcement of a 
legal right. The party who invokes the 
power must be able to show not only that 
the statute is invalid but that he has sus
tained or is immediately in danger of sus
taining some direct injury as the result of its 
enforcement, and not merely that he suffers 
in some indefinite way in common with peo
ple generally. If a case for preventive relief 
be presented the court enjoins, in effect, not 
the execution of the statute, but the acts 
of the official, the statute notwithstanding. 
Here the parties plaintiff have no such case. 
Looking through forms of words to the sub
stance of their complaint, it is merely that 
officials of the executive department of the 
Government are executing and will execute 
an act of Congress asserted to be unconsti
tutional; and this we are asked to prevent. 
To do so would be not to decide a judicial 
controversy, but to assume a position of 
authority over the governmental acts of an
other and coequal department, an authority 
which plainly we do not possess. 

We must keep in mind the fact that 
in the Mellon case the -court simply 
found that the taxpayer did not meet 
the test of having a controversial issue 
with the Federal Government, and 
therefore there was no jurisdiction to 
make a determination of what he wanted 
to have determined, namely, the alleged 
unconstitutionality of the act. 

I respectfully say-I realize that my 
good friend, the Senator from New York 
as a lawyer completely disagrees with 
my position-that this amendment 
would not change the Mellon case deci
sion one whit, and that even if the 
amendment is made a part of the law, 
the Mellon case decision decision will 
remain as a bar to the taxpayer suits 
contemplated by the amendment. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Oregon yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. PELL 
in the chair). Does the Senator from 
Oregon yield to the Senator from New 
York? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 
Mr. KEATING. I do not take issue 

with the Mellon case decision. That 
case did not involve a Federal statute 
which gave the right to bring the action. 
In that case there wasno expre::!S provi-
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sion to test in court the constitutionality 
of the payment. 

This seems to be an entirely different 
situation, and seems to be controlred by 
the decision in the Associated Industries 
case, · which referred to the decision in 
the Mellon case, and stated that even in 
the light of that, there is a justiciable 
controversy, and a taxpayer can be des
ignated to bring the action as "a private 
attorney general," as the Court put it. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President. as. r haVe 
already stated, the Senator from New 
York and I disagree on the correct inter
pretation of the Mellon case decision. 
In my judgment the two cases are quite 
similar in purpose and in the procedure. 
In the Mellon case an attempt was made 
by a taxpayer to bring the action. The 
Court stated, in effect, that that did not 
meet the test on a controversial issue 
with the Federal Government, within the 
meaning of the Constitution; and, in ef
fect, the Court threw out his case. 

I do not think a "case or controversy" 
can be created merely by an act of Con
gresS" which states that one exists. There 
must- be a finding that, in fact, such a 
controversial relationship between the 
parties does exist. Standing to sue can
not be imposed on a taxpayer by means 

-of a simple statutory declaration. 
That is my position, Mr. President. In 

my judgment, we shall proceed with var
ious tests as to the constitutionality of 
this act, as the Attorney General of the 
United States seeks to enforce desegre
gation of the schools or as private par
ties seek to enforce desegregation of the 
schools. 

But I do not believe that in the Keating 
amendment we are dealing with any
thing more than legal surplusage. 

Mr. President,_ I am ready to yield 
back the remainder of ·the time under 
my control. 

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from New York yield briefly to 
me? 

Mr. KEATING. I yield 5 minutes to 
the Senator from Connecticut. 

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, I wish 
strongly to support the amendment of 
the junior Senator from New York. I 
believe he has made a sound argument 

-for the adoption of his amendment. The 
amendment is a sound one and a con
stitutional one. So I hope the Senate 
will adopt the amendment. 

It seems to me that the argument goes 
about as follows: The President of the 
United States has urged that funds in 
connection with this bill be withheld 
from religiously oriented schools, be
cause the President has stated that such 
would be of doubtful constitutionality. 
Indeed, the President said that. in his 
opinion, it would be unconstitutional. 

But there is a great deal of difference 
of opinibn about this matter. Some who 
are as well versed in the law as is our 
resepected President think it would be 
constitutional. In other words, there is 
some doubt about that question. 

On the other hand, the bill as now 
written requires that funds be given to 
·states which practice segregation in 
their public sehools, in open defiance 
of the Supreme Court and the Constitu
tion of the United States. 

This -case· is no longer in any doubt. 
It was settled, no.t. in the Senate, but in 
the Supreme Court of the United States. 
So the constitutional question here is 
really- not in doubt~ 

The Senator from New York wishes to 
give an individual taxpayer the right to 
bring suit against the Commissioner, so 
as to restrain him from using the tax
payers' money in a manner which al
ready has been declared by the Supreme 
Court of the United States to be un
constitutional. 

Yesterday, the Senate refused to take 
·advantage of an opportunity to rein
force the Supreme Court's decision by 
adopting a very mild amendment to the 
bill; and the amendment was tabled. 

Surely the injury done yesterday 
should not be extended to millions of 
our eitizens who object to the use of 
their taxes to perpetuate segregation. 
Yet that will be the result if the Senate 
rejects the Keating amendment, which 
gives the citizens an opportunity to ap
peal to the court. This opportunity is 
the least we can provide in connection 
with the entire matter now under de
bate. 

Mr. President, I applaud the Senator 
from New York for thinking of this very 
just way to handle the situation. I do 
not think anyone would wish to have his 
taxes used in violation of the Constitu
tion. 

I j6in the Senator from New York in 
heping that the Senate will adopt the 
amendment. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will yield, I wish to express my 

·appreciation to the distinguished Sena
tor from Connecticut for his support of 
this amendment. In some respects it is 
not as explicit as the amendment which 
he offered yesterday. I think it would 
encompass what he was seeking to ac
complish by his amendment. Under its 
provisions it would, admittedly, as I have 
said, go further than that, and permit 
the review of any constitutional question. 

Mr. BUSH. I agree with that state
ment, and I think in some respects, for 
that reason, it is a better amendment 
than the one which was rejected yester
day. The Senator from New York and 
I have discussed this matter off the fl:oor. 
These are not conflicting- amendments, 
but, rather, mutually compatible amend
ments, and both would fortify the bill. 
However, there is no chance for the 
amendment offered yesterday. I do hope 
the Senate will sustain the Keating 
amendment. I shall certainly support 
it. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, I yield 
5 minutes to the Senator from New Jer
sey [Mr. CASE]. 

Mr. CASE of New Jersey. Mr. Presi
dent, I speak as one who has been long 
and deeply concerned with the protec
tion of the constitutional rights of all 
Americans, and particularly the achieve
ment of equality of opportunity for all 
our citizens, regardless of race, color, or 
religion. 

I speak, too, as one who is deeply con
vinced of the central importance of edu
cation to the survival of this Nation
indeed, of the whole free world. 

N<>- one has suggested, because no one 
could suggest, that the Senator from 

New Jersey is one who would like to see 
the bill defeated. The Senator from 
New Jersey has believed in Federal aid 
to education since he has been a Mem
ber o! Congress, since 1945. He. has not 
changed. He is for Federal aid to edu
cation. He is also for implementation 
and enforcement of the Supreme Court 
decision in the school desegregation 
cases. 

The Senator from New Jersey is of 
the belief that these two matters are not 
incompatible, and that they can go 
along in parallel, and that the. Congress 
will have far from fulfilled its obligation 
if it attempts to do one thing and not 
the other. 

I can think · of no field in which 
equality of opportunity is more impor
tant, from the point of view of the in
dividual, and that of the Nati'on~ too, 
than education itself. It is •. in the most 
basic sense, the foundation for both in
dividual development and national 
growth. 

In recent years we have made some 
measure of progress-it has been halt
ing progress, at that-toward the 
growth of equality of educational op
portunity. In this session we will, I 
hope .. :finally achieve action to help the 
States and. localities in meeting, the> gen
eral educational needs of our children. 
It is essentiar, I believe, that we do not 
allow either one to become the· vehicle 
or means of defeating the other. 

It would be unconscionable, fn my 
judgment, if a program of Federal as
sistance to public education should be
come an instrument to perpetuate, in
deed to strengthen, segregation in our 
schools. 

Yet, without some safeguard in the 
proposed act, this could literally happen. 
Indeed, it has already happened with 
aid provided under the program for fed
erally impacted areas. 

A telling case in point was cited in 
testimony · before our committee. At 
Redstone Arsenal in Alabama the Fed
eral Government transferred to the 
Huntsville School District 21. acres of 
land to be used for an elementary school 
for the children of military personnel. 
Federal funds in the amount of $473,144 
were granted, according to the Defense 
Department, by the Department· of 
Health, Education, and Welfare for the 
construction of a school of 24 classrooms, 
completed and occupied in September 
1959. Huntsville contributed funds in 
the amount of $10,000 for school equip
ment. In 1960, an additional 12 rooms 
were constructed with a Federal grant 
of $121,000 to provide for increased en
rollment. 

The school is segregated. Only white 
children living on the post are. permitted 
to attend it. Negro children living on 
the post are transported by Army bus 
to a segregated elementary school for 
Negroes only. 

The Department of Defense admits to 
no authority to act in the matter~ The 
Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare takes the same position. 

Mr. President, it is strikingly reminis
cent of the letter received from the Sec
retary of Health. Education1 and Wel
fare, addressed to the Senator from Ver-
mont [Mr. PROUTY]. . 



8636 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE May 23 

Mr. President, I submit this is a deeply 
disturbing situation. The armed serv
ices of the United States have been 
largely desegregated, but the children of 
the members of the Armed Forces of the 
United States stationed in Alabama are 
forced to attend segregated schools built 
and supported by the Government of the 
United States of America. 

But how much worse will the situa
tion inevitably be if we do not insist 
upon some measure of constitutional 
rights in the measure now pending. 

We have already been told explicitly 
by the Secretary of Health, Education, 
and Welfare that neither he nor the 
Commissioner of Education has any au
thority, under the bill as it now stands, 
to withhold funds from any State be
cause of segregation in schools within 
that State. 

Many of us do not happen to agree 
with that legal opinion. But there it is, 
and we cannot ignore that it means mil
lions of taxpayers might be forced to 
help pay for the perpetuation of an in
justice and a wrong which not only vio
lates their own deepest convictions, but 
defies the Constitution itself. 

The least we can do is to provide a 
means by which an unconstitutional 
grant of funds can be challenged in the 
courts. By giving judicial standing to a 
taxpayer's suit, we will make possible 
judicial review of any allocation of Fed
eral funds to States violating constitu
tional principles. 

Perhaps there is some question about 
this means, but it seems to me it is in
cumbent upon the Senate, if it be un
willing, as it demonstrated yesterday, 
affirmatively to state that there is an 
obligation on the part of the Secretary 
of Health, Education, and Welfare or 
the Commissioner of Education to fol
low the Constitution in the distribution 
of funds, to indicate that the very least 
it should do is take every possible oppor
tunity to bring the question before the 
courts for a decision by the courts on the 
constitutional question. I suggest there 
may be cases in which people taking a 
very legalistic view of the situation may 
be inclined not to take that view in other 
circumstances. 

Not to provide this minimum protec
tion would be, I believe, morally repre
hensible. For surely both Negro and 
white alike are entitled to some assur
ance that this bill will not be utilized to 
delay indefinitely the integration of pub
lic schools. Surely, we cannot, in good 
conscien:ce, appear to acquiesce in a view 
which might put the Federal Govern
ment in the role of abetting defiance of 
the law of the land. 

For too long Congress has delayed 
affirmative action to secure the constitu
tional rights of all citizens. Let us not 
now, by further inaction, risk making 
the Fede;ral Government an actual part
ner in the flagrant denial of a basic right 
whose realization goes to the heart of 
our whole way of life. 

As I said in my colloquy with the dis
tinguished Senator from New York, the 
prime sponsor of the amendment, I do 
not fear that a majority of this body or 
the other body are unwilling to vote for 
the bill unless they are · '~bought" by an 

agreement to deny the constitutional 
right of all Americans. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. CASE of New Jersey. I yield. 
Mr. JAVITS. I have rarely heard 

the Senator from New Jersey so eloquent 
and so deeply moving as he has been to
day. I think he has a right to be. I ap
preciate and associate myself with his 
presentation. 

Would the Senator agree with me 
that, even if there is some question, 
under the Mellon case, the only way we 
can show we do not agree with Secre
tary Ribicoff's opinions is by writing a 
provision into the bill of the kind now 
proposed? Is not this a minimal way to 
accomplish that purpose? 

Mr. CASE of New Jersey. I agree. I 
think this is not only the only way, but 
I think it is the logical way to do it, be
cause we have, after all, very good 
authority. Judge Frank's opinion in this 
matter points the way, I believe, that 
the Supreme Court, if we give it the 
chance to rule on this question, will rule. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. CASE of New Jersey. I am happy 
to yield. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, I com
pliment the distinguished Senator from 
New Jersey on the forceful presentation 
he has made. Like my colleague from 
New York, I am well acquainted with 
what makes our friend from New Jersey 
tick. I agree with him that since I have 
been a Member of the Senate I have 
never heard the Senator from New Jer
sey so moved or so eloquent. His presen
tation lends great weight to the amend
ment, as does his sponsorship. 

Mr. CASE of New Jersey. I thank 
the Senator. Mr. President, I yield the 
floor. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, I 
should like to modify my amendment 
in accordance with the colloquy I had 
with the distinguished Senator from 
Montana. 

On page 2, line 10, after the word 
"Columbia" add the words "or in the 
district court of the United States for 
the district in which the taxpayer re
sides." 

I sincerely hope that this modification 
will convince my friend from Montana 
and that he will support the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be so modified. 

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. KEATING. I yield to the Senator 
from Montana. 

Mr. METCALF. The modification 
will not convince the Senator from Mon
tana that he should support the amend
ment, but I thank the Senator from New 
York for the modification, because I 
believe not only in regard to the pro
posed legislation, but also in regard to 
many other acts which embrace the 
whole field of State-Federal relations we 
should permit the cases to be brought in 
the home district and thereby keep from 
overloading the District Court of the 
District of Columbia. 

Mr. KEATING. So long as the option 
is retained, I share a good many of the 

sentiments expressed by the Senator 
from Montana. 

Mr. METCALF. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I yield 

myself 10 minutes. I say to the Sen
ator from New York that I think that 
upon the conclusion of that much argu
ment I shall be ready to yield back the 
remainder of my time. 

I wish to make a brief comment par
ticularly with respect to an observation 
made by the Senator from New Jersey 
[Mr. CASE], because I think all Members 
of the Senate know the very close rela
tionship between the Senator from New 
Jersey and the Senator from Oregon in 
respect to our positions on most issues 
in this body. We differ on the pending 
issue. It is one of the few times I have 
found myself in disagreement with the 
Senator from New Jersey. 

I can well understand how in the 
course of debate we frequently use very 
colorful figures of speech or descriptive 
terms to describe what we may consider 
to be a motivation of the opposition. 
I assure the Senator from New Jersey 
that I do not know of any Senator on 
this side of the aisle to whom it can be 
appropriately applied that his position 
in opposition to the bill if a civil rights 
amendment is added to it is an indica
tion of a purchase price he has put on 
his vote in the Senate. I do not think 
anybody on this side of the aisle has 
been bought one way or another in re
gard to a civil rights amendment. 

There is a sincere point of view held 
by many of us that the addition of the 
Keating amendment would be very un
wise from a legislative standpoint, in 
addition to the . view that it would be 
unnecessary from a legal standpoint. 

I wish to say, in defense of all those 
who have been supporting me in ~Y 
position in opposition to the Keating 
amendment, that there is not the slight
est basis for any accurate description of 
our motivation as that we are insisting 
upon the elimination of the Keating 
amendment as a price for voting for the 
bill. 

I make that statement in defense of 
my colleagues. I now come to the legal 
argument. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 
Mr. KEATING. I understand that 

implicit in the statement is the fact that 
the Senator from Oregon would, of 
course, support the bill if the amendment 
were agreed to. 

Mr. MORSE. To be very frank, if the 
Senate made the mistake of crippling the 
bill by adopting the amendment, I would 
take it rather than no bill at all, but 
I hope to get a good, healthy, vigorous 
child out of this legislative birth process, 
and not one which is hurt aborning. 

Mr. KEATING. I recognize the ref
erence to the case to which the Senator 
was earlier alluding. 

Mr. CASE of New Jersey rose. 
Mr. MORSE. Did the Senator from 

New Jersey rise to say something to me? 
·· Mr. CASE of New Jersey. Yes, Mr. 
President, if the Senator will yield. 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 
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Mr. CASE of New Jersey. I am sure 

the Senator does not take to himself any 
suggestion that the motives were, from 
his standpo~nt, wrong. 

Mr. MORSE. I do not. I only wished 
to say I did not think it would be proper 
to apply such a motivation to any of my 
colleagues who are supporting me. 

Mr. CASE of New Jersey. Things are 
what they are. Things are what they 
are. One could phrase the statements 
I made differently, could suggest that 
the bill might not pass if a provision for 
the prevention of implementation of seg
regation were eliminated. If that is more 
palatable in the circumstances, I should 
be happy to have it understood in that 
way, so long as we know what are the 
facts. 

I should not have risen, I think, if my 
colleague will permit me to so state, if 
he had not used the adjective "crip
pling," which so easily falls from the 
lips of anyone convinced of the correct
ness of his own position in describing 
opposition to what he thinks ought to be 
done. This, I think, is the same kind 
of thing. 

Mr. MORSE. I shall read an opinion 
to the Senator in a moment which dem
onstl·ates there are others who share 
this evaluation of the amendment. We 
shall come to that in a moment. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me on another point? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 
Mr. KEATING. The Senator in cit

ing the Mellon case in respect the al
leged unconstitutionality of the amend
ment should point out that the ·court in 
that case struck down the suit by the 
State as well as the suit by the taxpayers 
or individuals. · 

Mr. MORSE. I mentioned that. 
Mr. KEATING. The Senator has pro

vided in- the bill for a suit by a State 
agency. The Senator has provided in 
the bill for the type of thing which was 
struck down in the decision. Therefore, 
if it would be unconstitutional to adopt 
the amendment it would be equally un
constitutional, it would seem to me, to 
provide, as the Senator has done in the 
bill that a State agency may bring a suit. 

Mr. MORSE. No. As the bill is word
ed, I think it brings the States, in con
nection with the bill, under article III, 
section 2 of the ·constitution, which I 
am about to read. It reads as follows: 

The judicial power shall extend to all 
cases, in law and equity, arising under this 
Constitution, the· laws of the United States, 
and treaties made, or which shall be made, 
under their authority; to all cases affecting 
Ambassadors. other public ministers and 
consuls; to all cases of admiralty and mari
time jurisdiction; to controversies to which 
the United States shall be a party; to contro
versies between two or more States; between 
a State and citizens of another State; be
tween citizens of different States; between 
citizens of the same State claiming lands 
under grants of different States, and between 
a State, or the citizens thereof, and foreign 
states, citizens or subjects. 

The latest case I can find, one which, 
so far as I am concerned, is exceedingly 
convincing on the legal issue now pend
ing before the Senate, is Doremus v. 
Board of Education, 342 U.S. 429, de
cided January 31, 1952. 

This is a decision which was written 
by Justice Jackson. There was a dis
sent to the decision. I shall invite at
tention to the dissent also, in fairness 
to all concerned. I think the dissent 
draws very clearly the issue I have been 
trying to point out this afternoon, leav
ing no room for doubt as to what the 
court decided, both in the Doremus case 
and in the Mellon case. The dissent was 
written by Mr. Justice Douglas, with Mr. 
Justice Reed and Mr. Justice Burton 
concurring. 

In the majority opinion, Mr. Justice 
Jackson said: 

The State r aised the defense that appel
lants showed no standing to maintain the 
action but, on pretrial conference, perhaps 
with premonitions of success, waived it and 
acquiesced in a determination of the Fed
eral constitutional question. Whether such 
facts amount to a justiciable case or con
troversy is decisive of our jurisdiction. 

This Court has held that the interests of 
a taxpayer in the moneys of the Federal 
Treasury are too indeterminable, remote, 
uncertain and indirect to furnish a basis 
for an appeal to the preventive powers of 
the Court over their manner of expendi
ture. (Alabama Power Co. v. Ickes, 302 U.S. 
464, 478-479; Massachusetts v. Mellon, 262 
U.S. 447,486 et seq.) 

In 1952 the Supreme Court made this 
statement in basing its decision on the 
Mellon ruling. I wish to repeat that we 
have honest differences of legal opinion 
on this question, but I do not believe that 
passage of the Keating amendment 
would confer standing to sue under the 
circumstances existing here in absence of 
a genuine case or controversy as required 
by the Constitutio:n for the exercise of 
judicial power. 

Listen again to what the Court said in 
the Doremus case: 

This Court has held that the interests of 
a taxpayer in the moneys of the Federal 
Treasury are too indeterminable, remote, un
certain and indirect to furnish a basis for 
an appeal to the preventive powers- of the 
Court over their manner of expenditure. 

Of course, the Justice bases his state
ment on an article of the Constitution, 
leaving no room for doubt that he was 
bringing this kind of action within the 
meaning of the word "controversy" as 
used in article III, section 2, of the Con
stitution. 

Justice Jackson continued: 
. The latter case recognized, however, that 

"the interest of a taxpayer of a municipal-. 
ity in the application of its moneys is 
direct and immediate and the remedy by 
injunction to prevent their misuse is not in
appropriate" (262 U.S. at 486). Indeed, a 
number of States provide for it by statute 
or decisional law and such causes have been 
entertained in Federal courts (Crampton v. 
Zabriskie, 101 U.S. 601, 609). (See Massa
chusetts v. Mellon, supra, at 486.) Without 
disparaging the availability of the remedy by 
taxpayer's action to restrain unconstitu
tional acts which result in direct pecuniary 
injury, we reiterate what the Court said of a 
Federal statute as equally true when a State 
act is assailed: 

Mr. President, I yield myself another 
5 minutes. 

The party who invokes the power must be 
able to show not only that the statute is 
invalid but that he has sustained or is im
mediately in danger of sustaining some di-

rect injury as the result of its enforcement, 
and not merely that he suffers in some in
definite way in common with people gen
erally. 

Quoting again. What case? Massa
chusetts against Mellon. 

I wish to say that if a taxpayer can 
show that he stands in that relationship 
to the meaning of the word "contro
versy" as contained in the Constitution, 
we do not need the Keating amend
ment to the bill. If he does not stand 
in such relationship, all the legislation 
in the world that could be passed by the 
Congress could not give him the power 
to bring the action, because again he 
would not comply with the meaning of 
the word "controversy" in article III, 
section 2 of the Constitution. 

If my colleagues who wish to inter
rupt will wait until I finish the argu
ment-! shall not be too long-then I 
will be glad to yield. 

Justice Jackson continued: 
"The party who invokes the power must 

be able to show not only that the stat'ute is 
invalid but that he has sustained or is 
immediately in danger of sustaining some 
direct injury as the result of its enforce
ment, and not merely that he suffers in some 
indefillite way in common with people gen
erally" (Massachusetts v. Mellon, supra, at 
488). 

It is true that this Court found a justici
able controversy in Everson v. Board of Edu
cation, 330 U.S. 1. But Everson showed a 
measurable appropriation or disbursement 
of school-district funds occasioned solely by 
the activities complained of. This com
plaint does not. 

We do not undertake to say that a. State 
court may not render an opinion on a Fed
eral constitutional question even under 
such circumstances that it can be regarded 

' only as advisory. But, because our own ju-
risdiction is cast in terms of "case or con
troversy," we cannot accept as the basis for 
review, nor as the . basis for conclusive dis
position of an issue of Federal law without 
review, any procedure which does not con
stitute such. 

The taxpayer's action can meet this test, 
but only when it is a good-faith pocketbook 
action. 

If it is a good faith pocketbook action, 
we would not need any legislation. If 
it is a good faith pocketbook action, the 
citizen has that constitutional right any
way. His right would then fall within 
the meaning of "controversy," as con
tained in article m, section 2, of the 
Constitution. That is why I said in my 
previous argument that, in my judgment, 
when all is said and done, the Keating 
amendment is surplusage, because un
less the taxpayer in fact meets the "con
troversy" test of article m, section 2, 
we could not give him the right by 
legislation. 

Mr. Justice Jackson continued: 
It is apparent that the grievance which 

it is sought to litigate here is not a direct 
dollars-and-cents injury but is a religious 
difference. If appellants established the req
uisite special injury necessary to a taxpay
er's case or controversy, it would not matter 
that their dominant inducement to action 
was more religious than mercenary. It is not 
a question of motivation but of possession 
of the reqUisite financial interest that is, 
or is threatened to be, injured by the un
constitutional conduct. We find no such 
direct and parttcula.r fii,nancial interest here. 
If the act may give rise to a legal case or 
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controversy on some behalf, the appellants 
cannot obtain a decision from this Court by 
a feigned issue of taxation. 

I should like to cover the dissenting 
opinion for a moment, because I believe 
it will bring the question into focus. As 
I said, I wish the Senate to know that 
three Justices dissented, and they dis
sented on the following ground. It is an 
interesting dissent, because it draws into 
focus, in my judgment, the 'Very distinc
tion I have tried to bring out in my argu
ment this afternoon. 

'Writing the dissenting opinion for his 
colleagues Justices Reed and Burton, 
Mr. Justice Douglas said: 

I think this case deserves a decision on 
the merits. There is no group more in
terested in the operation .and management 
of the public schools than the taxpayers who 
support them and the parents whose chil
dren attend them . . Certainly a suit by all 
the taxpayers tO enjoin a practice authoriZed 
by the school board would be a suit by vital 
parties in interest. They would not be able 
to show, any more than the two present tax
payers have done. that the reading of the 
Bible adds to the taxes they pay. But if 
they were right in their .contentions .on the 
merits. they would ·esta;bllsh that their pub
lic schools were being defiected from the 
educational program for w.hich the taxes 
were raised. That seems to· me to be an 
adequate interest for the maintenance of 
this suit by aU the taxpayers. If all can 
do it, there 1s no apparent reason why less 
than aU may not, the interest being the same. 
In the pre.sent case the issues are not 
feigned; the suit is not collusive; the mis
management of the school system that is al
leged is clear and plain. 

But the answer to the dissenting opin
ion of the Justice is that the majority 
found there was no "case or -contro
-versy" within the meaning of the con-
stitutional requirement. 

Mr. President, I yield myself 5 more 
minutes. 

The Court did not find that injw-y or 
threat of injury to the plaintiffs that 
would create a controversy as required 
by article m, section 2, of the Constitu
tion. 

But if they can find such interest in 
a case, they can proceed under the 
Doremus and Mellon cases to bring an 
action testing the statute, and we would 
not need a Keating amendment. The 
Keating amendment does not add one 
wit to the right to bring an action. A 
citizen has the right to bring such an 
action under article III, section 2, of 
the Constitution or, if he does not, we 
could not possibly give such right to him 
by any proposed legislation that could 
be passed here on the 1loor of the Senate. 
That is my case and, as we lawyers say, 
I rest. I know I shall be cross examined 
with respect to my position by the Sen
ator from Dlinois. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. I am struck with 

what seems on ,the surface to be a con
tradiction in the position of the Senator 
from Oregon, because, as I understand 
it, the Senator has in his committee a 
bill to provide Federal aid to private 
schools. Press reports indicate that that 
bill contains a clause which would per
mit individual taxpayers -to bring suit 

to test the constitutionality of its pr<l
visions. 

Mr. MORSE. Do not rely on press re
ports. Take my wor-d for it. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. If the Senator from 
Oregon is successful in defeating the 
Keating amendment, will the ,Senator 
guarantee that there will not be such an 
amendment in the bill he proposes to re
port to the Senate on Federal aid to 
private schools? 

Mr. MORSE. I assure my friend from 
Illinois that if the taxpayer suit pro
vision in the Clark-Morse private school 
loan bill does not stand up under analy
sis, it will be eliminated, but the situ
ation in which that bill provides means 
of obtaining court tests are ones where 
genuine controversies would exist. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. In its present form, 
does the bill before the committee of 
which the Senator from Oregon is chair
man provide for suits by individual citi
zens to test the constitutionality of a 
Federal aid to private schools? Does it 
or does it not? 

Mr. MORSE. I have already said this 
afternoon that the answer to that .quP~
tion is yes, yes, yes. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Very well. It does. 
If the Keating amendment is surplusage, 
why is not the similar provision in the 
bill to which I referred surplusage, and 
if the Senator from Oregon felt it was 
necessary to put such a clause in the 
Federal aid to private school bill, why 
is it not also necessary in the present 
bill? 

Mr. MORSE. Because there is quite 
a difference in the taxpayers. I had not 
intended to proceed to argue the pri
vate school bill in connection with the 
pending bill. However, I will pull back 
the curtain a little and let the Senator 
take a look at the argument that will 
be made. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. That is highly de
·sirable. 

Mr. .MORSE. I do not believe my 
friend . fror.1 Dlinois was in the Cham
ber when I said earlier today that I had 
been wading in this stream of legal de
cisions until I felt I had gotten in over 
mY waist and up to my neck and, I was 
~t sure, perhaps over my head as well. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator from 
Oregon reminds me of a German Ph. D. 
who could go down deeper, stay down 
longer, and come up muddier than any
one else. 

Mr. MORSE. Although it was muddy 
down there, I think I have come out of it 
fairly clean. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. PELL 
in the chair) . The time of the Senator 
has expired. 

Mr. MORSE. I yield myself 5 addi
tional minutes. 

Of course I am not sure that I will 
come up with this one. I said to the 
Senator from New York earlier this aft
ernoon that I am not sure that my tax
payer suit section of the private school 
bill will stand up under legal argument. 
But there are two other means of ob
taining court review provided in that 
bill, separate and apart from the tax-
payer suit section. , 

I would also _point out that a paro
cllial school denied a loan under our 

private-school ,bill <m the determination 
of the administrator that the making 
of such a loan would :vio1ate the first 
amendment, could show a clearly de
monstrable financia1 loss which would 
provide a genuine case of controversy 
for the court to review~ 

There is another fundamental differ
ence between the private school and the 
public school bills. Unless the private 
school b!ll provided protection for the 
Negro taxpayer, as our bill did in sev
eral sections, such a taxpayer would 
have no legal remedy or protection 
whatever. The Supreme Court deseg
regation mandates are limited to public 
education. 

That is not true in conection with a 
public school bill. In a public school 
case there are a great many existing 
court remedies to protect a taxpayer. 
They may not prove to be adequate at 
the present time, but one does not know 
until a remedy is tried. There is avail
able the whole injunctive process in re
gard to a public school bill that one might 
wish to try. There is that great differ
ence between a public school bill and a 
private school bill. So I am not as far 
down in the mud as my friend thought 
I was. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator from 
Oregon is a veritable legal Houdini in 
being able to escape from the bonds of 
logic. 

Mr. MORSE. I never make the mis
take of failing to recognize distinctions 
in facts between many cases. This is 
.very basic to any lawyer. One must not 
make the mistake of assuming that aU 
the cases are alike, unless one can find 
that the operative facts are really ap
plicable, as we say. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Does it not -all come 
down to saying that a lawyer can always 
find a reason to justify what he wants 
to do? 

Mr. MORSE. No. I rise to the de
fense of my profession. The Senator 
from New Jersey, the Senator from New 
York, and the Senator from Iowa, whom 
I see smiling, will join me in this, I 
am sure. The job of a lawyer is to con
sider the facts of a case · and give his 
best advice as to the application of the 
law to those facts. There is a major 
difference between a private school sit
uation and a public school situation. 
Therefore, I believe it is possible that 
my final judgment may be that there is 
a basis for having provisions in a private 
school bill which would be out of place 
in a public school bill, for the reasons 
I have advanced. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 
Mr. KEATING. I merely wish to make 

the comment that in my judgment the 
interest of a Negro taxpayer, which is 
the illustration the Senator has used, 
is even greater in relation to segregated 
public schools than it is in connection 
with the issue of parochial schools. 

I point out what I am sure the Sena
tor 1·ecognizes as a fact. that the Dore
mus case was an appeal irom a State 
court, and there was no Federal statute 
in that case. 
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Mr: MORSE. That is true. However, 

the constitutional principle is just as 
applicable in an appeal from a State 
court as in direct Federal court test, such 
as that involved in Massachusetts against 
Mellon. 

I invite the Senator's attention to the 
fact that the distinguished Secretary of 
Health, Education, and Welfare, on 
whose opinion the Senator places so 
much reliance, as embodied in the Sec
retary's letter to the Senator from Ver
mont [Mr. PROUTY), states in his brief, 
immediately after citing the Doremus 
case: 

If Congress wishes to make possible a 
constitutional test of Federal aid to secre
tarian schools; it might authorize judicial 
review in the context of an actual case or 
controversy between the Federal Govern
ment and an institution seeking some form 
of assistance. In the absence of some such 
statutory provision, there appears to be no 
realistic likelihood that Federal legislation 
raising the constitutional issues discussed 
in this memorandum will be resolved by 
judicial decision. 

Mr. President, how much time have 
I remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator has 32 minutes remaining. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, if, con
trary to the Department's views, the 
amendment were held effective to endow 
U.S. district courts with jurisdiction, it 
would have an unsettling effect on the 
States ability to plan their primary and 
secondary school programs. 

Federal grants would plainly not be 
held invalid, I believe, merely because 
school districts in a State have availed 
themselves of the gradualism in deseg
regating which has been permitted by 
the Supreme Court. That being so, any 
serious challenge to constitutionality 
would necessarily rest on undue delay by 
a particular school district or districts 
in carrying out judicial orders, and in 
the complex processes of litigation the 
situation is likely to change from day to 
day or week to week. The result would 
be that, if such delay were the basis of 
invalidating Federal grants-and I can 
think of no other-the State educational 
authorities might be subjected to con
tinuing uncertainty about their pros
pects of receiving Federal funds. 

It seems to me that the judicial proc
ess is more wisely used to deal with 
individual school districts, and to adapt 
its relief, where relief is called for, to 
the particular and widely varying situa· 
tions which are encountered. If the ex
penditure of Federal funds is ever found 
to be illegal because of failure to desegre
gate, it would seem to me that the ap
propriate point for judicial intervention 
to cut off their flow would be between the 
State and the school district, rather than 
between the Federal Government and 
the State. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. MORSE. I now yield myself 5 
additional minutes. 

The Senator from New York has 
quoted from the opinion of the Secretary 
of Health, Education, and Welfare. I 
wish to read a letter which I received 

from the Secretary today. The Secre
tary writes: 

THE SECRETARY OF HEALTH, 
EDUCATION, AND WELFARE, 

Washington, D.C. May 23, 1961. 
Hon. WAYNE MORSE, , 
Chairman, Subcommittee of Education, La

bor and Public Welfare Committee, U.S. 
Senate, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR MORSE: I want to express to 
you my appreciation for your skillful and 
courageous handling of the administration's 
bill to provide financial assistance to public 
elementary and secondary schools. Knowing 
your deep and abiding interest in the ad
vancement of civil rights, I can· appreciate 
how difficult is your role in defending the 
school bill against amendments which seek 
to inject the civil rights issue into legislation 
whose sole concern should be education. 

I understand that again today a.n attempt 
is to be made to attach to S. 1021 a civil 
rights amendment. This amendment would 
authorize lawsuits by any taxpayers who wish 
to challenge expenditures of Federal funds 
for public elementary and secondary schools. 
I am steadfastly opposed to such an amend
ment and take this opportunity to set forth 
my reasons: 

1. The case for Federal assistance to pub
lic schools is clear. The need is great; the 
time to face the problem is now. To doom 
this legislation by the addition of amend
ments which, however phrased, are nonethe
less concerned with collateral issues, would 
be nothing less than tragic. Let me reaffirm 
my belief that the Supreme Court decision on 
school desegregation was correct both legally 
and morally. But as the Court itself indi
cated, the way to implement that decision is 
on a case by case basis where the facts of 
each local situation may be conscientiously 
examined. 

2. To allow individual taxpayers through
out the Nation to tie up this legislation with 
a multitude of lawsuits would be a blow to 
education that would not even offer the hope 
of a compensating gain in the field of civil 
rights. 

3. It is highly doubtful that the Constitu
tion permits a taxpayer suit. The mem
orandum discussing legal issues arising in 
this area, which was previously filed with 
your subcommittee, discusses this problem 
and concludes that Congress cannot dilute 
the constitutional requirements of a case or 
controversy existing between parties to a 
lawsuit in the Federal courts. 

Let me reiterate my basic point: Our ob
jective is to help education. Let us stick to 
the task. Other problems deserve our serious 
attention, but they must not cripple the 
cause of education when we are now on the 
verge of success. 

Sincerely, 
ABRAHAM RmiCOFF. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, with
out unduly prolonging the controversy, 
I must comment that I have never be
fore heard it said by a Cabinet officer or 
anyone else high in the Government 
that the constitutionality of a statute 
was a "collateral issue." We are dealing 
with the question whether there shall be 
a possible way to settle constitutional 
questions under the proposed statute, 
and the Secretary of Health, Education, 
and Welfare calls that a collateral issue. 

Mr. President, I yield 2 minutes to 
the distinguished Senator from Iowa. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I wish 
to ask the Senator from New York a 
question. On page 2, lines 7 and 8, or· 
his amendment, reference is made to 
a "final decision of the Commissioner." 
As a matter of clarification, what is 

meant by that language? Do I correctly 
understand that what is meant or is in
tended to be meant is approval by the 
Commissioner of payment to the States? 

Mr. KEATING. That is what is meant. 
It will be remembered that the original 
amendment had a paragraph in it re
lating to a decision by the Commissioner. 
In the revised amendment that para
graph was stricken out, but this change 
was not made. I think probably the 
wording proposed is desirable. 

Mr. Mll.LER. Mr. President, I offer 
an amendment which I ask to have read. 
I wonder if it would be acceptable. 

Mr. KEATING. I shall be glad to 
have the amendment read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 2, 
lines 7 and 8, it is proposed to strike 
out ''the final decision of the Commis
sioner." and insert in lieu thereof "ap
proval of any payment under this act 
by the Commissioner." 

Mr. KEATING. I think that improves 
the language of the amendment and 
makes it clearer. It is what is intended 
by the amendment. 

Mr. President, I am happy to ask that 
my amendment be modified in that re
spect. I commend the Senator from 
Iowa for calling my attention to it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator has a right to modify his 
amendment, and it is so modified. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, I do 
not wish to take any unfair advantage 
of the Senator from Oregon. I should 
like to suggest the absence of a quorum, 
and following the quorum call speak for 
about 3 minutes. If the Senator from 
Oregon wishes to ask unanimous consent 
to vacate the order by which he yielded 
back the remainder of his time, I shall 
be happy to have him use 3 minutes. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, that is 
perfectly satisfactory. How much time 
remains? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New York has 15 minutes 
remaining. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that there be a 
quorum call, the time for the quorum 
call to be charged to neither side. Fol
lowing the quorum call, the Senator from 
New York may use whatever time he 
wishes. I have yielded back my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICE!t. With
out 9bjection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, on the 
question of agreeing to the Keating 
amendment, I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, I yield 

myself 3 minutes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from New York is recognized 
for 3 minutes. 

Mr. KEATIN(). Mr. President, I hope 
Senators who were unavoidably absent 



8640 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SEN-ATE May 23 

during the debate will look briefly, if they 
have not already done so, at the explana
tion of this amendment which, in mim
eographed form, has been placed on their 
desks. 

This amendment would permit a tax
payer to bring a suit to prevent payment 
of the funds to a State for an unconsti
tutional purpose. I wish to be very 
frank; the amendment would permit 
suits to test the validity of grants to 
segregated schools. 

But the amendment goes far beyond 
that, and would permit the raising of any 
constitutional question under this .bill. 

There are those who sincerely believe 
the entire act is unconstitutional. There 
is now no way in which that question 
can be raised in court, if this amend
ment is not adopted. If the amendment 
is adopted, that question or any other 
question relating to constitutionality 
can be raised in court. 

The purpose of the amendment is to 
provide a m~thod of determining in court 
these very serious constitutional ques
tions, which arise on all sides of the con
troversies relating to Federal aid to 
education. 

Mr. President, I yield back the re
mainder of the time available to me. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All re
maining time on the amendment has 
been yielded back. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
modified amendment of the Senator 
from New York [Mr. KEATIN-G]. On this 
question, the yeas and nays have been 
ordered; and the clerk will .call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to caU 
the roll. 

Mr. MANSFIELD (when his name was 
called). On this vote I have a pair with 
the distinguished minority leader, the 
Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN]. 
Were he present and voting, he would 
vote "yea." Were I at liberty to vote, 
I W()Uld vote '"nay." Therefore I with
hold my vote. 

The rollcall was concluded. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. I announce that 

the Senator from Wyoming lMr. Mc
GEE] is absent on official business. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ] is absent be
cause of illness. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from Texas [Mr. BLAKLEY] is necessarily 
absent. 

On this vote the Senator from New 
Mexico {Mr. CHAVEZ] is paired with the 
Senator from Colorado [Mr. ALLOTT]. 
If present and voting, the Senator from 
New Mexico would vote "nay" and the 
Senator from Colorado would vote "yea." 

If present and voting, the Senator 
from Texas [Mr. BLAKLEY] wou'l.d vote 
''nay.'' 

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the 
Senator from Colorado [Mr. ALLOTT] is 
necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIRK
SEN] is absent because of illness and his 
pair has been previously announced by 
the Senator from Montana [Mr. MANs
FIELD]. 

The Senator fr()m Colorado IMr. AL
LOTT] is paired with the Senator from 
New Mexico. £Mr. CiiAVEz). If present 
and voting, the Sena:tor from Colorado 

would. vote "yea" and the Senator from 
New Mexico would vote "nay.~ · 

The result was announced-yeas 32, 
nays 62, as follows: 

Beall 
Bennett 
Boggs 
Bridges 
Bush 
Butler 
Capehart 
carlson 
Case, N.J. 
Case, S. Dak. 
Cooper 

Aiken 
Anderson 
Bartlett 
Bible 
Burdick 
Byrd, Va . 
Byrd, W.Va. 
Cannon 
Carroll 
Church 
Clark 
Dodd 
Eastland 
Ellender 
Engle 
Ervin 
Fulbright 
Gore 
Gruening 
Hartke 
Hayden 

[No. 48] 
YEAS--32 

Cotton 
Curtis 
Douglas 
Dworshak 
Fong 
Goldwater 
Hart 
Hickenlooper 
Hruska 
Javits 
Keating 

NAYS- 62 
Hickey 
Hill 
Holland 
Humphrey 
Jackson 
Johnston 
Jordan 
Kefauver 
Kerr 
Lausche 
Long, Mo. 
Long, Hawaii 
Long, La. 
McCarthy 
McClellan 
McNamara 
Magnuson 
Metcalf 
Monroney 
Morse 
Moss 

Kuchel 
Miller 
Mor.ton 
Mundt 
Prouty 
Saltonstall 
Schoeppel 
Scott 
Williams, Del. 
Young,N. Dak. 

Muskie 
Neuberger 
P astore 
Pell 
Proxmire 
Randolph 
Robert&on 
Russell 
Smathers 
Smith, Mass . 
Smith, Maine 
Sparkman 
Stennis 
Symington 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Wiley 
Williams, N.J. 
Yarborough 
Young, Ohio 

NOT VOTING-6 
Allott Chavez Mansfield 
Blakley Dirksen McGee 

So Mr. KEATING's amendment, as mod
ified, was rejected. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the amend
ment was rejected. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
move to lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. CLARK and Mr. KUCHEL ad
dressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I offer 
my amendments identified as "5-18-61-
D," and ask that they be read, after 
which I shall be glad to yield to the Sen
ator from California J:Mr. KucHEL], with 
the understanding that I do not lose the 
floor. 

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, I ap
preciate the courtesy. I was about to 
ask the majority leader the plans for 
the rest of the day. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendments offered by the Senator from 
Pennsylvania. will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. It is pro
posed on page 4, line 25, after "American 
Samoa," to insert "the District of Colum
bia,', 

On page 5~ line 4:, after "and (iii)" to 
insert "the allotment ratio f.or the Dis
trict of Columbia shall be .50, and <iv~ ''. 

On page 5, line 24, after "American 
Samoa," to insert "the District of 'Colum
bia,". 

On page 6, line 11, after "American 
Samoa,'' to insert "the District of Colum
bia,". 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. -President,- I ask 
nnanimous consent that I may yield to 
the minority whi:p, the Senator from 

California [Mr. KucHEi.J , without -losing 
my right to the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Pennsylvania? The Chair hears 
none, and it is so ordered. 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 
Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, I 

should like to ask my good friend the 
majority leader what plans he has for 
the rest of the day for the session of the 
Senate, and what plans he has for con
vening tomorrow. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, .it 
is anticipated as of this moment .that 
the Senate will be in session until ap
proximately 10 o'clock tonight. It ig 
hoped we can come in at 9 o'clock to
morrow, Wednesday, and proceed dili
gently and at length. 

If the consideration of the bill is not 
finished tomorrow, we might consider 
meeting at 8 o'clock on Thursday. If it 
is not finished then, we might meet at 
7 o'.clock on Friday. [Laughter.] 

If it is not finished then--
Mr. KUCHEL. At dawn on Saturday. 
I thank my friend. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that I may yield to 
the senior Senator from Maine fMrs. 
SMITH] without losing my right to the 
floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Pennsylvania? The Chair hears 
none, and it is so ordered. 

NAVY DEPARTMENT SYSTEM OF 
SELECTION OF NAVAL RESERVE 
ADMIRALS 
Mrs. SMITH of Maine. Mr. Presi

dent, for 2 years or more the Committee 
on Armed Services has been pointedly 
critical of the Navy Department on its 
system of selection of Naval Reserve ad
mirals. The Preparedness Investigating 
Subcommittee has issued reports that 
have been specific in sharp criticism of 
the Navy. 

In March of this year, the Chief of 
Naval Personnel submitted a report on 
corrective action that the Navy Depart
ment was planning to take in the matter 
and it was impressive and I was en
couraged. 

This spirit of cooperation continued 
until about a month ago, and since that 
time there are indications that it has 
stopped. A request to the Navy Depart
ment made on April 25, 1961, on action 
taken by the Secretary of the Navy in 
special treatment for a Naval Reserve 
captain-in which the Secretary of the 
Navy vetoed and overruled the captain 
noncontinuation board that had se
lected this particular Naval Reserve 
captain for being "plucked out" and 
forced . into involuntary retirement-has 
not· been answered. On May 9, 1961, 
an oral inquiry was made as to why 
there had been no response. As of this 
time, still no response has been made. 
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This. matter involves a~ .ve:ry impor

tant issue because practically every time 
tha.t the Committee on .Armed Services 
raises a question on admiral and gen
eral officer nominations, the answer- giv
en by the armed services -is that no one 
can go behind the selection boards and 
a claimed sanctity and infallibility of 
selection boards is raised. Such claim 
then becomes the iron curtain behind 
which the committee has not been per
mitted to go to get at the real facts in 
some very questionable nominations. 

Specifically on April 17, 1961, in his 
letter of that date to me, the· Chief of 
Naval Personnel made this very argu
ment as he stated: 

We must assume that this board, and 
others so convened, select the best qualified 
officers. To do otherwise· would destroy the 
faith of the naval service as a whole in the 
impartiality of the selection system. 

If there is such claimed sanctity of 
such selection and noncontinuation 
boards, then it certainly has not been 
recognized at times by the Secretary of 
the Navy and the Board of Correction of 
Naval Records, who have taken action 
to overrule and nullify selections and 
nonselections of such boards-and spe-
cifically, boards meeting in the late fall 
of 1960. 

In this particular period, there were 
two important Reserve boards that met 
and made selections. One was the Re
serve Flag Selection Board. The other 
was the Captain Non-Continuation 
Board. According to the March 30, 1961, 
letter of the _ Chief of Naval Personnel to 
me: 

Captain Non-Continuation Board was 
made up largely of the same flag officers who 
sat on the Reserve Flag Selection Boards. 

Now because of the action taken by 
these two boards, the common member
ship of the two boards-that is. the fact 
that many of the same :ffag officers sat 
on both boards-is very important be
cause of what each board did. 

The Reserve Flag Selection Board se
lected, out of hundreds of Naval Reserve 
captains, 22 for promotion to rear ad
miral. The Reserve Captain Non-Con
tinuation Board selected 500 Reserve 
captains for noncontinuation-for be
ing plucked out--for being forced into 
involuntary retirement. 

These same members of the boards on 
the one hand selected for forced retire
ment-for being kicked out of the active 
Naval Reserve--many. many Reserve 
captains with excellent records of very 
active participation and training in the 
Naval Reserve; but on the other band, 
and in the same period, selected for pro
motion to rear admiral some reservists 
with records of practically no partici
pation in the Reserve. 

For example, one naval reservist se
lected for rear admiral had not earned 
a single participation point in the Naval 
Reserve for the 5 years prior to the 
board selecting him for promotion to 
rear admiral-in other words. his 5-year 
participation point record was zero. 
Yet, at the same time hundreds of 
loyally and actively participating Re
serve captains were being forced into in
voluntary retirement. 

The end result of -this joint aetion was 
that the reward for loyal and acti~e paJ.7-
ticipation for hundreds of Naval Reserve 
captains was to kick them out of the 
Active Reserve--while some who were 
not active were being rewarded for their 
inactivity and being promoted to rear 
admiral. 

And these 500 naval reservists, who 
were being kicked out, were not just 
point gainers who were without any dis
tinction or honor. In fact, one of 
them-whom I do not know and have 
never had any contact with-was hon
ored as an outstanding naval reservist 
in the very year that he was being se-
lected to be kicked out. · 

By the very words of the Chief of 
Naval Personnel, this particular naval 
reservist was so outstanding and his per
formance so "splendid" that the Chief of 
Naval Personnel stated to me in a letter 
dated April 17, 1961, that it was his in
tention to ask this particular Naval 
Reserve captain to remain as the com
manding officer of a Naval Reserve di
vision during the next. fiscal year, in 
spite of the fact that he would be on the 
retired list of the Naval Reserve-be
cause of the captain's splendid perform
ance in that particular assignment. 

Yet, this outstanding Naval Reserve 
captain was selected for involuntary re
tirement while another Naval Reserve 
captain who had a zero participation 
point record for 5 years was selected in 
the same general time and by the same 
general group for promotion to rear 
admiral. 

In the process of my inquiry in these 
matters, I discovered that the Secretary 
of the Navy had overruled and vetoed 
the action of the Captain Noncontinua
tion Board and had. ordered stricken 
from the list of the 500 Reserve captains. 
to be kicked out of active status and 
forced into retirement, 1 Naval Reserve 
captain. 

It was on April 25, 1961, that I asked 
for the full facts in this exception made 
by the Secretary of the Navy in which he 
breached the so-called sanctity of the 
Board. I wanted the facts because I 
wanted to compare the record of the one 
Naval Reserve captain given a reprieve 
and exceptional treatment by the Secre
tary of the Navy with that of the out
standing Naval Reserve captain who was 
being kicked out .of the active Naval 
Reserve but whose performance was so 
splendid that the Chief _of Naval Per
sonnel intended to ask him to remain as 
commanding officer of his division for 
another year in his forced retired status. 

Perhaps the reason why the facts have 
not been given to me as yet in this case 
is because they would be far too em
barrassing to the Navy Department. and 
the special treatment action given by 
the Secretary of the Na.vy cannot be 
justified. 

Mr. President, the overall performance 
of the Navy Department in these matters 
casts a. serious shadow over the integrity 
of the Navy in the administration of its 
Naval Reserve at the senior officer level. 
It is so serious that I shall ask the 
Senate Armed Services Committee to 
conduct a full investigation of these 
matters. 

TRIBUTE TO SENATORS STYLES 
BRIDGES AND NORRIS COTTON 
Mrs. SMITH of Maine. Mr. President, 

I happened to read an editorial recently 
concerning two of my Republican col
leagues, which I should like to bring to 
the attention of the Senate. 

The editorial, which appeared in the 
May 19 edition of the Nashua, N.H., Tele
graph, pays tribute to Senators STYLES 
BRIDGES and NORRIS COTTON for their in
terest in the welfare of that community 
of some 40,000 persons. 

Having served in the Senate for some 
time with these two able gentlemen, I 
have long been aware of their substan
tial contributions to the welfare of the 
country, as well as to the State of New 
Hampshire. However, it is gratifying to 
note that their service to the city of 
Nashua has received editorial recogni
tion. 

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi
dent, that the editorial from the Nashua 
Telegraph entitled "Kudos," be printed 
in the body Of the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

KUDOS 

Several important Federa-l projects will 
provide jobs for Nashuans and add consider
ably to our economy during the nex.t few 
ye-ars, thanks. to the vigilance and support
of our New Hampshire Senators STYLES 
BRIDGES and NORRrs COTl'ON. 

Ground-breaking ceremonies will take 
place early next month for the new $5 mil
lion air safety control center which wm rise 
in the south end of the city a-nd wbich will 
be in operation late in 1962. That figure is 
for the cost of the building alone. When it 
is completely equipped the Federal Govern
ment will have invested more than $15 mil
lion in the project. 

Within 90 days the Government will ask 
for bids on a new post office, which will be 
leased from the builder for a long term. 
This building will arise on a site other than 
the present post office property. which has 
outlived its usefulness in this growing com
munity. 

Here again the interest and enthusiasm of 
Senators BRIDGES and CoTTON is evident. 
Both have been working on the needed new 
post office building for many months and 
their efforts have been successful. Without 
their help and aid the project might well 
have been delayed many months, regardless 
of the need. 

Both projects will offer a number of jobs' 
to local citizens during their construction 
stage, thus adding to our payrolls which feed 
the economy of our retail business. 

When the air safety center is completed 
it will mean the eventual mo·vfng to Nashua 
of about 200 experienced personnel needed to 
man this station. This, again. will be a 
tremendous boost to our community, along 
with some obligations, too. 

A vote of thanks should be given the two 
New Hampshire Senators for their continued 
interests in the welfare of Nashua. 

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 
9 A.M. TOMORROW 

· Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Pennsylvania yield? 

Mr. CLARK. I yield to the Senator 
from Montana. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. 1 ask unanimous 
consent that when the Senate concludes 
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its deliberations to.day, it stand in ad
journment until 9 o'clock tomorrow 
morning. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that I may yield for 
not more than 5 minutes to the senior 
Senator from Ohio [Mr. LAUSCHE] who 
has some remarks he desires to address 
to the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
Senator from Pennsylvania? · The 
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. 

THE CUBAN SITUATION 
Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I rise 

in my individual capacity, as a member 
of the Committee on Foreign Relations, 
to express an opinion on the proposal 
made by Castro that he will release the 
1,200 Cuban prisoners captured by him 
in the recent invasion in exchange for 
500 tractors from the United States. 

I do not feel that I can be simply an 
auditor and spectator with regard to 
this grave problem confronting our 
country. My sympathies and compas
sion naturally are for those 1,200 men. 
I would like to urge that the proposal be 
accepted but I cannot do so. Castro is 
demanding ransom. He is blackmailing 
not only the Government of the United 
States but also its citizens. He antici
pates that we will yield. He views us as 
a rag without character. As a conse
quence of what happened in Cuba, we 
have lost our prestige in the world to a 
degree that is beyond calculation at the 
present time. If we yield to Castro in 
his demand for tribute, such action will 
only constitute a message to our friends 
throughout the world who wonder why 
we yield to every demand made by 
Khrushchev, Castro, and their cohorts. 

The demand is one for tribute andre
quires that we abjectly surrender. In 
my judgment, we cannot do so and pre
serve our honor. We could not do so 
and still declare to the world that we 
will not become the victims of blackmail 
and the demands for ransom and the 
trembling slaves of Communist threats. 

Moreover, I think that under no cir
cumstances should our Government per
mit private citizens to become negotia
tors in our international relations, and 
that point applies regardless of the dig
nity and the worth of the citizens who 
are attempting to act as such negotia
tors. Whatever is done should be done 
through the proper representatives of 
our Government. When we allow indi
viduals to become the negotiators, we are 
abandoning . the very principles upon 
whic:1. our Government is built. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. CLARK. I yield to the Senator 
from Oregon. 
. Mr. MORSE. I merely wish the REC

ORD to show that I completely share the 
point of view that the Senator from 
Ohio [Mr. LAUSCHE] has expressed. I 

happen to believe that the foreign policy 
of this country should be run by the 
White House and the State Department 
and not by volunteer committees. I do 
not know where the end of the rope will 
be. 

May I have the attention of the Sena
tor from Indiana [Mr. CAPEHART], when 
I make the following comment. I also 
believe that the Committee on Foreign 
Relations of the Senate is entitled to 
know from one Mr. Dean Rusk, Secre
tary of State, as to whether or not the 
State Department in any way, manner, 
shape or form gave clearance to the pro
gram of this committee before it an
nounced its program to the American 
people. 

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President, 
will my colleague yield? 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I can see 
that the affairs of the District of Co
lumbia, so far as education is concerned, 
will have to take a back seat. Knowing 
the mood and temper of the Senate, I 
am perfectly willing to continue to yield, 
if my friend will remember that some
time before we go home tonight I should 
like to have my amendment considered. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. I yield to my distin
guished colleague. 

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President, 
I congratulate my colleague, the distin
guished senior Senator from Ohio, and 
commend him for the magnificent state
ment he has made today concerning 
what proper American policy should be. 
One hundred and sixty-four years ago 
a great American, Charles C. Pinckney, 
said, "Millions for defense, but not one 
cent for tribute." 

I fully agree with my colleague that, 
as far as the Government of the United 
States is concerned and as far as in
dividual Americans are concerned, that 
statement should be the sentiment fol
lowed by Americans now. If we pay this 
ransom, our national conscience will 
have fallen to a new low. We must not 
yield to this flagrant attempt at extor
tion by Castro. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I ex
press gratitude to the Senator from Ore
gon [Mr. MoRSE] and to my colleague 
from Ohio [Mr. YouNG], who was a 
prosecutor for many, many years, and I 
believe he knows clearly the meaning of 
blackmail. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I be
lieve I have the floor. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Pennsylvania yield 
further? 

Mr. CLARK. I yield. 
Mr. LAUSCHE. In my opmwn, the 

Treasury Department should be cau
tious in the manner in which it ap
proaches this problem. It is rather dis
tressing to observe newspaper reports 
indicating that the Treasury Depart
ment has approved this proposal even 
before it has ripened into a state where 
it has assumed its proper form. The 
question of giving tax exemption to 
donors of funds for this purpose under 
no circumstances should be determined 
in any manner except under the law. I 

doubt very much that the question has 
been considered in that manner. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President. I would 
be happy to yield to the Senator from 
Indiana, but I had promised th8,t I would 
yield to the Senator from Delaware 
[Mr. WILLIAMs] first for not in excess 
of 5 minutes, after which I shall be 
happy to yield to the Senator from In
diana. 

Mr. CAPEHART. The Senator from 
Delaware [Mr. WILLIAMs] is willing to 
yield to me now. 

Mr. CLARK. Then I am happy to 
yield to my friend from Indiana. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, yes
terday I took the floor to inquire whether 
or not the Tractors for Freedom Com
mittee has been officially recognized by 
our Government. While some of that 
committee claim that they are operat
ing officially, we have not had any word 
of this. 

Today I am asking the President of the 
United States, or the Secretary of State, 
or any other responsible official, whether 
or not these people are acting with the 
advice and consent of our Government, 
or whether or not they are in violation 
of the Logan Act of 1799. 

The spirit of the Logan Act is that 
there will be only one voice speaking for 
our Government, and that private in
dividuals cannot take it upon themselves 
to speak for our Government. 

Chairman FULBRIGHT of the Foreign 
Relations Committee aptly summed this 
up last year in discussing the role of some 
of the Israelis in the Suez Canal dis
pute. I am enclosing a copy of his state
ment on April 25, 1960, made on the 
floor of the Senate. 

I am also asking Chairman FuLBRIGHT 
to call the responsible Government of
ficials before the Foreign Relations Com
mittee immediately in an effort to ascer
tain once and for all who is running this 
country and by whose authority are we 
going to be blackmailed. 

I wish to read what the chairman of 
the Committee on Foreign Relations, 
the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. FuL
BRIGHT] stated on April 25, 1960: 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, for some 
years I have become increasingly concerned 
at the development in the United States of 
special pressure groups for purposes of 
pushing U.S. foreign policies in special-in
terest directions. 

We must, of course, accept the concept 
that in a democracy such as ours shipping 
interests will pressure Congress and the 
Executive to adapt foreign policies so they 
may serve collaterally, at least, the shipping 
interests; citizens will organize to promote 
foreign aid, or to oppose foreign aid; ex
porters will seek foreign policies to develop 
new markets and importers will seek policies 
that may hurt domestic manufacturers; 
religious groups will seek to promote some 
policies and oppose others. 

Our representative Government is de
signed to deal with these special interests, 
to balance them, and ultimately to develop 
policies which will sklllfully blend conflict
ing interests in such a way that the total 
national interest will be served. 

There are limits, however, beyond which 
special interests cannot go without under
mining the conduct of our foreign policies. 
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Many years ago. Congress enacted the so

caJied Logan Act. It reads as :follows: 
"Any citizen of the United Sta.tes. wherever 

he may be, who, without authority of. the 
United States, directly or Indirectly com
mences or carries on any correspondence or 
intercourse with any foreign government or 
any officer or agent thereof, with Intent to 
infiuence -the measures or conduct of any 
foreign government or of any officer ~r agent. 
thereof, in relation to any disputes or con
troversl.es. with the United States, or to de
feat the measures of the United States, shaJI 
be fined not more than $5,000 or imprisoned 
not more than 3 years, or both. This section 
shall not abridge the right of a citizen to 
apply, himself or his agent, to any foreign 
government or the agents thereof for redress 
of any injury which he may have sustained 
from such government or a.ny of its agents 
or subJects (title 18, sec. S53·, U.S.C.A.) •• 

The basic theory behind the Logan Act 
is that this Nation should speak with only 
one voice when it deals with other nations. 
No one save the President, or, with his ap
proval, some specified individual, may pre
sume to speak for the United States. 

This basic rule is as good today as it was 
when enacted in the early days of the Re
public. 

But, Mr. President, there is a shadowland 
between the legitimate activity involved in 
the organiza.tion of special interest groups 
to infiuence foreign policy and the illegiti
mate activity proscribed by the Logan Act. 

The questionable operation of individuals 
and groups. in this area of foreign relations 
is illustrated by a recent dispatch in the 
New York Times. On April 15 the Times 
reported the activities of two maritime 
unions which picketed and thus prevented 
the unloading of the Egyptian passenger 
and cargo ship, the Cleopatra. The osten
sible reason for this activity was that the 
unions by this demonstration protest the 
action of the United Arab Republic in boy
cotting ships that have traded with Israel 
or called at Israeli ports. 

I hold no brief for UAR interference with 
international traffic passing through the 
Suez Canal. The point is, however, that the 
U.S. Government is proceeding through dip
lomatic channels to promote free passage 
through the canal. The Israeli Government, 
which complains that the UAR stops its 
ships, has available to it the procedures of 
the United Nations as well as other diplo
matic devices for urging its views on the 
Government of the UAR. Yet, despite the 
official actions of the United States, we find 
private groups proceeding by coercive devices 
of their own to interfere with the official 
activities of our Government in the field of 
foreign policy. 

These maritime unions do not seek an 
economic result related to wages or working 
conditions. Rather, they seek to force po
litical action in an area of most delicate 
international negotiation. 

I am not privy to any international secrets 
involving efforts to reopen the canal to 
Israeli shipping. But let. us suppose that 
the work of U.N. Secretary General Ham
marskjold, aided by the good ofii.ces of the 
United States and other governments, is near
ing a conclusion. Were this the case, I can 
imagine few interventions by private 
groups-such as these unions--which might 
be more clearly calculated to thwart the 
objectives of our Government's foreign pol
icy; in this ease, peace and stability in the 
Middle East. 

Subsequent to drafting these remarks, my 
attention has been called to the fact that 
the State Department has informed the pick
eting unions that their conduct is embar
rassing this Nation in the conduct of its for
eign policy. 

My objection to this kind of activity is 
an objection of principle, not of specifics. 

I understand that the Internal Rev
enue Service at this very moment is 
meeting, and may be deciding that they 
will make the-$15 or $20 million involved 
a tax deductible item. I have also heard 
the rnmor today that there is talk about 
people trying to figure out a way of per
haps shipping the tractors to Canada 
and then reshipping them to CUba, and 
that they are tryng to figure out some 
way of going behind the law requiring 
the obtaining of an export license be
fore these tractors can be shipped to 
Cuba. 

This leads me to an editorial which 
appeared in the Indianapolis News of 
yesterday, from which I should like to 
read~ 

WHAT GOES ON HERE? 

As of this writing, self-appointed private 
citizens' gzoups-the most notable headed 
by Eleanor Roosevelt. Walter Reuther. and 
Mil ton Eisenhower-are raising money for 
the release of some 1,200 Cuban rebels, cap
tured during the recent unsuccessful at
tempt to rescue their homeland !rom Com
munist rule. The money, $20 million, will 
be used to purcbase tractors or bulldozers 
for Fidel Castro's Red regime. 

One newspaper, supporting the idea of a 
trade with Castro, declared in a front page 
editorial that it believes "a human. life is 
worth more than a machine," and so do we. 
Bu.t, if, for the purpose of preserving human 
Uves, we submit to Castro's brazen black
mail attempt, we will be opening the door 
to every future tyrant and bully boy. large 
or small, who decides to make a. laughing 
stock out of the United States. Also, there 
is the little matter oi the law, conveniently 
overlooked by the State Department, pro
hibiting private citizens from negotiating 
with foreign governments. The activities 
of these self-appointed committees, unof
ficiaUy supported by our Government, are 
unprecedented in our own history or in the 
history of international diplomacy. 

Castro is not offering this deal because he 
especially needs 500 tractors, although he 
certainly could put them to good use in help
ing to solve his dire farm problem. He 
offered the deal precisely because he and his 
Communist bosses want to see exactly how 
!ar they can push the United States before it 
stops acting like a sniveling coward and once 
again fiexes its national muscles. Why· else 
did Havana radio gloatingly announce that 
Castro would deal only with the United 
States-and remember, the 1,200 prisoners 
are Cubans, not U.S. citizens-and not with 
a neutral country. 

What happened to that national pride we 
displayed in 1797, when after the unsavory 
French Foreign Minister Talleyrand de
manded a bribe as the price of negotiating 
with the United States. our envoy Charles C. 
Pinckney replied with his memorable, "Mil
lions for defense, but not one cent for 
tribute."· What happened to the courage 
displayed by our Nation in 1853, when, after 
Austria kidnaped a former citizen who had 
since taken out his first U.S. citizenship 
papers, an American war sloop pulled into 
the harbor of Smyrna (where the prisoner 
was being held) and its commander ordered 
tile Austrian commander to return the man 
or face immediate consquences? (Naturally, 
the man was returned.} 

How different today. It's bad enough we 
supplied the push to the rebel invasion of 
Cuba, and then lacked the courage to see it 
through to victory. It's bad enough that we 
allow Castro to insult our Nation, and pub
licly declare his island a part of the Soviet 
bloc. But to pay blackmail to his Commu
nist government, just days after both our 
President and our House of Representatives 

agree that it constitutes "a clear and present 
danger" to uur sovereignty, is nothing short 
or fantastic. 

Patrick HEmry onc3 asked his fellow men, 
"Is life so dear or peace so sweet as to be pur
chased at the price of chains and Bla.very?" 
Today, 186 years later, during whlcb tbne 
we have grown from an infant Nation of un
Jlmi ted courage to a mtgh ty Nation which 
appears suddenly to have lost ber national 
conscience, we might ask whether life is so 
dear or peace so sweet as to be pmcbased a:t 
the price of blatant blackmail? We think 
not. 

Shades of George Washington, shades of 
Patrfck Henry, shades of Thomas Je1ferson, 
shades of Capt. Joh11 Paul Jones, shades of 
Admiral Farragut, shades of Abraham 
Lincoln, shades of Teddy Roosevelt, shades 
of Iwo Jima and Anzio. 

What in heaven's name goes on here in the 
home of the free and the land of the brave?-

That should be the philosophy of every 
Senator. 

I said yesterday, and I repeat. How 
silly and ridiculous can we get? Ac
cording to a ticker tape report. the Pres
ldent of the United states has told the 
majority leader today that the Govern
ment is going to have nothing to do· with 
this matter. So I ask again. Who is 
running the State Department? Who 
is running the Government? Is it Mrs. 
Roosevelt or Mr. Reuther or Dr. Milton 
Eisenhower? Or is it the President of 
the United States? The Senate should 
find out. Certainly the American people 
are interested in knowing. What right 
do we have to deal with a blackmailer like 
Castro? What right do we have even 
to be considering making $15 million or 
$20 million tax deductible? That would 
mean that the American taxpayers would 
contribute 80 percent in taxes. I re
peat, How silly and how cowardly can 
we in the United States become? 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President,. I ask 
unanimous consent that I may yield 5 
minutes to the Senator from Delaware 
without my losing the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection. it is so ordered. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, I wish to join the Senator from 
Indiana in denouncing the so-called 
tractor deal with Castro. I can partic
ular attention to an article published in 
the New York Times of today. I will 
quote from it, as follows: 

The Tractors for Freedom Committee was 
organized this morning to provide a formal 
group for the collection of contributions. 

The article is dated today. It states 
that the group was organized this morn
ing. I continue to read from the article: 

In discussions over the last 3 days, the 
Government had ruled that contributions to 
the committee would be tax exempt, given 
assurances that export licenses would be 
granted for a. shipment of the tractors, and 
told committee officials they wouid not be 
considered to be violating the Logan Act 
forbidding private citizens !rom negotiating 
with foreign governments. 

I raise the question of the propriety 
of a tax exemption. However, :first I ask 
how can the Treasury rule on an appli
cation for a tax exemption for an or
ganization prior to the time that it has 
even been organized, or prior to the time 
that. it. could possibly have filed an 
application? 



8644 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE May 23 

At this point I would like to read the 
law on the establishment of tax-exempt 
organizations. I quote section 170(c) 
of the 1954 Tax Code: 

Section 170(c) of the 1954 code defines 
the term "charitable contribution" for pur
poses of the deduction to include any con
tribution to an entity organized in the 
United States"* • • exclusively for religious, 
charitable, scientific, literary, or educational 
purposes or for the prevention of cruelty to 
children or animals * * • " providing "no 
substantial part of the activities is attempt
ing to influence legislation." The word 
"charitable" is not defined or explained in 
the statute. 

The word "charitable" is not defined 
or explained in the statute, but the regu
lations under section 501 (c) (3) more 
fully defines what the term includes. I 
quote that regulation: 

Relief of the poor and distressed or of the 
underprivileged; advancement of religion; 
advancement of education or science; erec
tion or maintenance of public buildings, 
monuments, or works; lessening of the 
burdens of Government; and promotion of 
social welfare by organizations designed to 
accomplish any of the above purposes, or 
(i) to lessen neighborhood tensions; (11) to 
eliminate prejudice and discrimination; (iii) 
to defend human and civil rights secured by 
law; or (iv) to combat community deterio
r ation and juvenile delinquency. 

By no stretch of the imagination can 
the Department refer to Mr. Castro's 
regime as a religious organization. Cer
tainly his regime is not a charitable or
ganization. It is not a scientific organi
zation. There is nothing about Mr. 
Castro which would contribute to liter
ary or educational purposes. Under the 
act those are the only reasons on the 
basis of which a ruling can be made 
that such contributions can be said to be 
tax exempt. 

Certainly this is not charity; it is 
nothing short of international blackmail. 

I hope the Committee on Finance will 
give this question attention the first 
time the Secretary of the Treasury is 
before us. Certainly we should get the 
answers to these questions: First, did 
the committee to aid the Cubans get 
a ruling as reported in the New York 
Times? If so, how could the Inte1·nal 
Revenue Service have made such a 
ruling for a group before it was organ
ized? How could this ruling have been 
made before the Internal Revenue Serv
ice had received the application? A 
committee cannot file an application 
uritil after it has been organized. How 
could the Internal Revenue Service re
view and evaluate what was an an appli
cation filed by a group which had not 
yet been organized? 

As the Senator from Indiana said, I 
think it is time we found out who is 
managing this fast action, who is giving 
assurance to this committee that tax 
exemptions will be granted. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Delaware yield? 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I have 
the ftoor. I yield to the Senator from 
Massachusetts. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I thank the 
Senator from Pennsylvania. 

First. Can there be a ruling by the 
Internal Revenue Service without a 

policy being established by the admin
istration? -

Second. Is it not true that the legal 
interpretation of "charitable organiza
tion" is based upon charities located 
within the United States and not char
ities located outside the United States? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The 
answer to the Senator's second question 
is as he has stated. The law relates 
to contributions made to organizations 
in the United States, not to those lo
cated outside the United States. 

Will the Senator please repeat his first 
question? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. My first ques
tion was, How can a ruling be made by 
the Internal Revenue Service concern
ing a problem of this kind without a 
policy having been established by the 
State Department or the administration 
as to whether what is proposed is an 
organized effort and a proper effort by 
U.S. citizens? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The 
Treasury Department, in making its 
ruling, could properly consult the State 
Department and ascertain some of the 
background of the committee. How
ever, final rulings are supposed to be 
based upon the merits of the case asap
plied to interpretations of the law, not 
upon special appeal made by the State 
Department or anyone else in the execu
tive branch. 

The rulings are supposed to be based 
upon law. I have read the law. The 
Treasury Department has no right to 
issue an arbitrary ruling merely to com
ply with the wishes of anyone in any 
agency of the Government, whether he 
be in the legislative branch or the execu
tive branch. 

We have had similar trouble along that 
line before. Several years ago, the 
executive branch insisted upon the is
suance of a ruling by the Treasury De
partment which permitted certain large 
contributors to the Democratic Party to 
be written off as charitable deductions. 
There was over half a million dollars' 
worth of such contributions. Under that 
ruling the Democratic National Commit
tee was in effect classified as a charitable 
organization for tax deductible purposes. 
When discovered though, they hastily 
reversed this ruling. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Delaware has 
expired. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may yield 2 
additional minutes to the Senator from 
Delaware. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I thank 
the Senator from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. MORTON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Delaware yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield. 
Mr. MORTON. Is not the Democratic 

National Committee a charitable organi
zation? [Laughter.] 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The 
rulings of the Internal Revenue Service 
are supposed to be based upon strict in
terpretation of the law, after the Com
missioner of Internal Revenue has had 

the application of the organization sub
mitted to him and after he has evaluated 
all the points raised in the application. 
If the executive branch can get these 
rulings merely upon request without re
gard as to merits, then why have a 
Commissioner? 

Sure, the Commissioner may ask for 
advice, but he is not supposed to make 
a ruling based upon pressure from the 
executive branch or from anyone else. 
If he did, Congress might as well stop 
passing laws. 

Ordinarily, it takes months to get 
such a ruling. Most certainly one can
not get a ruling as quickly in bureau
cratic Washington as apparently the 
organization in question secured its 
ruling. The bureaus simply do not rule 
that fast, and if they do then something 
is wrong. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Is it not true 
that the purchase of machinery, no mat
ter for how humane a purpose, cannot 
be regarded as a charitable undertaking 
under any circumstance? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Cer
tainly. By no line of reasoning can it 
be said that what is proposed to be given 
to Mr. Castro is charity. Certainly it 
cannot be ruled that blackmail pay
ments to his regime are charity. I re
peat the language of the law: tax ex
emptions are for gifts made: 

Exclusively for religious, charitable, scien
tific, literary, or educational purposes or for 
the prevention of cruelty to children or an
imals. 

How can Mr. Castro qualify under 
any of those definitions? 

Under the regulation which has been 
issued under section 501 (c) , it is pro
vided that a charitable organization, for 
tax deduction purposes, includes organ
izations which have been formed "to 
combat community deterioration and 
juvenile delinquency." 

The closest Castro might come to 
qualifying under that language would be 
in the category of juvenile delinquency, 
and I doubt their application will be 
based upon helping Mr. Castro as a 
"juvenile delinquent." 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will 
the able Senator from Pennsylvania 
yield me 1 minute, so that I may ad
dress a question to the Senator from 
Oregon? 

Mr. CLARK. I yield 1 minute to the 
Senator from Indiana. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, as I 
understand, the able Senator from Ore
gon [Mr. MoRsE], chairman of the Sub
committee on Latin American Affairs, 
has stated that it is his understanding 
that the chairman of the Committee on 
Foreign Relations, the distinguished 
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. FuLBRIGHT] , 
will ask representatives of the State De
partment to appear before the commit
tee tomorrow. Is my understanding 
correct? 

Mr. MORSE. In a conversation with 
the chairman of the committee, he said 
he planned to ask representatives of the 
State Department to appear before the 
committee tomorrow afternoon. How
ever, I cannot speak definitely for him. 
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Mr. CAPEHART. I did not wish to 

leave the impression that the able 
chairman of the Committee on Foreign 
Relations or the able chairman of the 
Subcommittee on Latin American Affairs 
were not in any way cooperating in this 
matter. 

Mr. MORSE. I think it is fair to 
say-and I believe the chairman of the 
committee would say so, were he on the 
:tloor-that he is concerned about the 
situation, and desires that there be con
sultation. 

Mr. CAPEHART. The point is that 
both the Senator from Arkansas and 
the Senator from Oregon are cooperat
ing to have these questions answered. 

Mr. MORSE. The Senator is correct. 

SCHOOL ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1961 
The Senate· resumed the considera

tion of the bill (S. 1021) to authmize 
a program of Federal financial assist
ance for education. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the text of my 
amendment be printed at this point in 
the RECORD instead of at a point some 
minutes earlier, before the colloquy 
which has just been concluded de
veloped. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

There being no objection, the amend
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

On page 4, line 25, after "American 
Samoa," insert "the District of Columbia,". 

On page 5, line 4, after "and (iii)" insert 
"the allotment ratio for the District of Co
lumbia shall be .50, and (iv) ". 

On page 5, line 24, after "American 
Samoa," insert "the District of Columbia,". 

On page 6, line 11, after "American 
Samoa," insert "the District of Columbia,". 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, the pur
pose of the amendment is to increase 
the allotment to the District of Colum
bia for public school education purposes. 

The formula provided in the bill for 
apportioning the funds divided among 
the States, the District of Columbia and 
U.S. possessions, is unfair to the Dis
trict of Columbia for a reason readily 
apparent on examination of the bill. 

One of the factors on which the ap
portionment formula is based is income 
per public school pupil, which is de
termined by dividing the number of 
school age children 5 to 17 inclusive by 
the total income of individuals in the 
State or district. 

There is, of course, a highly artificial 
element in the income of the District of 
Columbia because there are many resi
dents here with substantial income who 
contribute little to the District of Co
lumbia government because of exemp
tions in the District's tax laws for Mem
bers of Congress and certain other Gov
ernment officials. Naturally this in
:tlates the District of Columbia income 
figure considerably with the result that 
the District's allotment ratio is the 
minimum permissible :figure of 0.25 and 
under the committee bill $9.26 share 
per school age child provided the Dis
trict is the lowest share for any State, 
district, or possession. 

Mr. President, having served on the 
Committee on the District of Columbia 
with the distinguished Senator from 
Oregon [Mr. MoRsE], who is in charge 
of the bill, during the first 2 years of my 
membership in the Senate, I had occa
sion to learn at first hand the almost 
pitiable condition of the schools of the 
District of Columbia, schools which 
should be really the showcase of our 
public school system but which unfortu
nately are far from that. 

I have asked Mr. Charles Lee, a mem
ber of the staff of the Subcommittee on 
Education, to prepare a memorandum 
concerning the educational needs of the 
public school system of the District of 
Columbia. I ask unanimous consent 
that it be printed at this point in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the memo
randum was ordered to be printed in the 
REcoRD, as follows: 

MAY 11, 1961. 
Memorandum to: Mr. John S. Forsythe. 
From: Charles Lee, professional staff mem

ber, Education Subcommittee. 
In response to your request the following 

information concerning educational needs in 
the public school system in the District of 
Columbia is respectfully submitted: 

1. Total enrollment _____________ 121, 448 

Elementary ____ _______ ___________ _ 
Junior high schooL ______________ _ 
Senior high schooL ___ ____ __ _____ _ 
Vocational high schooL __________ _ 
Americanization SchooL __________ _ 
Veterans High School Center ______ _ 
Capitol Page SchooL _____________ _ 

80,805 
24,419 
12,696 
2,274 

674 
551 

29 

2. Teachers - - ---- --- -------- -- -- 4, 500 

Fully accredited__ __________ _____ __ 3, 200 
Uncertified __ ___ ______ __ _ ---------- 1, 300 

29.4 percent of teachers lack full accredit
ation. 

3. School buildings.: 
According to a recent survey conducted by 

the Office of Education there are 49 school 
buildings definitely substandard which 
should be replaced out of a total of 165 
buildings currently being used for schools. 
An example of the type of school building 
for which replacement is being sought is 
Hines Junior High School. This structure 
was built in 1894. In part it was con
demned in 1923. It has been used consist
ently since that date although the audi
torium is boarded up and one-half of the 
top floor is cut off. The situation h as been 
repeatedly brought to the attention of the 
District officials by the Members of the 
Senate District Committee. Senator MoRSE 
in the 86th Congress warned the District in 
a statement on the floor of the Senate that 
the building was a potential fire hazard. 
Some 3 months later a fire occurred. For
tunately, at the time there was no injury or 
loss of life because the pupils under excel
lent discipline were quickly evacuated. 

4. Fiscal situation in the District of 
Columbia: 

For fiscal year 1962 a total budget of $291,-
400,000 has been requested. This amount 
includes $54,500,000 for operations and main
tenance, including salaries, of the school 
system. Capital outlay for the school system 
is $9,200,000. A revenue deficit is forecast 
for the general fund (on the assumption 
that Federal payment will be as in the past 
$25 million annually) in the amount of 
$32 million. 

Revenue possibilities being explored in
clude a legislative program to increase Dis
trict sales taxes, Increase taxes on liquors, 

additional taxes on cigarettes, and a change 
in the method of computing the corporation 
income tax, all of which, if enacted, would 
yield $14 million. In this connection, it 
might be noted that the Senate and the 
House in the 86th Congress could not agree 
upon requested tax increases. 

Real estate is taxed in the District cur
rently at $2.30 per $100 of assessed valuation 
(assessed value is computed at 55 percent 
of full value) . For fiscal year 1963, District 
Commissioners had indicated that they 
would request an increase of 20 cents per 
$100 so that the rate would be $2.50 per 
$100 of assessed value. District income tax 
rates are proposed to be 4 percent on the 
first $100 of Federal taxation, 8 percent on 
the amou?ts between $100 and $200, 12 per
cent on. rates $200 to $1,000 and 13 percent 
on all amounts of Federal taxation over 
$1,000. 

Because of the unique characteristics of 
the District of Columbia 53.2 percent of the 
area of the District of Columbia, exclusive 
of streets, alleys and water, is tax exempt 
because it is occupied by Federal instrumen
talities, foreign embassies, charitable and 
philanthropic organizations, or Federal park 
land. In terms of value 44.8 percent of the 
property in the District is tax exempt. 

I am advised that with respect to taxing 
policy the District ranks at the median and 
slightly below the contiguous metropolitan 
counties of Maryland and Virginia. In this 
connection, it should be noted that the Dis
trict does not share in Federal educational 
moneys of Public Laws 815 and 874. 

I am advised that the teacher pay and 
other pay increases granted by the last Con
gress (on the assumption that the Federal 
payment is not increased) will force a cut
back in capital outlay of $30,500,000 from 
the project $40 million program. This 
would affect adversely among other items 
one junior high school, one addition to a 
junior high school and two large elementary 
public schools. 

In addition to the tax revenues the Dis
trict has access to borrowing authority of 
$75 million for capital construction needs, 
$36 million of this authority has already 
been obligated, $16 million is included in 
the 1962 fiscal year estimates, leaving but 
$23 million available for future use. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I desire 
to quote one paragraph from that 
memorandum: 

Because of the unique characteristics of 
the District of Columbia, 53.2 percent of the 
area of the District of Columbia, exclusive of 
streets, alleys, and water is tax exempt be
cause it is occupied by Federal instrumental
ities, foreign embassies, charitable and phil
anthropical organizations, or Federal park 
land. In terms of value, 44.8 percent of the 
property in the District is tax exempt. 

My amendment sets the District of 
Columbia's allotment ratio at .50, the 
median provided for all States and pos
sessions under Senate bill 1021. There
sult would be to increase from approxi
mately $1,600,000 to $3,100,000 the 
amount of funds to be received by the 
District of Columbia under the bill. 

I believe the amendment would have 
been accepted in the committee if it had 
been offered there in time. Unfortu
nately, the inequity which the formula 
under the committee bill does to the Dis
trict of Columbia was not pointed out to 
me until the committee had ordered the 
bill reported, and it was then too late to 
poll the committee on that question. 

I ask the Senator from Oregon to ac
cept this amendment, for I am con:tldent 
that it would do no more than give the 
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District of Columbia its fair and equitable 
share. Is the Senator willing to accept 
the amendment? 

Mr. BUSH. .Mr. President, I should 
like to ask the Senator from Pennsyl
vania to yield before the debate on the 
amendment concludes. 

Mr. CLARK. I am glad to yield at 
this time. 

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, I am very 
much disturbed by this allocation of 
funds, because it is impossible for me to 
ascertain how the State which I have 
the honor to represent, in part, could 
come out as badly as it does, in relation 
to all the other States, under almost any 
formula which could be devised. 

I know this formula was not devised 
in order to punish Connecticut in any 
respect or for any reason. I do not be
lieve Connecticut has done anything 
which would cause it to incur the enmity 
of the committee or the statisticians or 
the staff and so forth. 

On the contrary, we believe that our 
State has been progressive in the matter 
of education, and we have done better 
than has the average State in regard to 
the construction of classrooms, improv
ing the salaries of teachers, educating 
teachers, and so forth; and I believe that 
the experts in this :field consider our 
State to be a very progressive one in 
many areas. However, we find that 
we come out at the bottom of the totem 
pole, as regards the allotment of funds. 

I do not wish to protest against hav
ing the District of Columbia receive a 
better "deal'', for I have never felt that 
the Congress was adequately generous 
as regards the total allocations to the 
District of Columbia. In fact, I have 
felt so strongly about that matter that 
I have proposed that the Constitution 
of the United States be amended so as 
to permit the District of Columbia to 
be represented by 2 Ser_ators in the Sen
ate of the United States and by propor
tionate representation in the· House of 
Representatives. If the District of 
Columbia has found a method by means 
of which it will receive a better "break" 
in connection with this school bill, I 
shall vote for such a provision. 

But I wish the Senator from Pennsyl
vania would explain to me how it is 
that Connecticut-to be specific-could 
possibly come out with the very worst 
treatment that any State receives. No 
other State will receive worse treatment. 

On page 5 of the report, near the top 
of the page, we find the following: 

The allotment of Federal funds among 
the States under tLe reported bill follows an 
equalization formula which is based upon 
relative number of school-age children (5 
to 17, inclusive) and relative income per 
school-age child. 

If we examine page 108 of the hear
ings, part I, we find a table which shows 
"Personal Income Per Pupil." In the 
table, we find that Connecticut is about 
the 7th or 8th from the top of the list. 
The District of Columba heads the list, 
and is followed, in order, by New York, 
Delaware, Illinois, New Jersey, Mas
sachusetts, and Alaska, all of which have 
personal incomes per pupil greater than 
does Connecticut. So it is impossible for 

me to ascertain how it is that Connecti
cut comes out with so bad a "deal." 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Connecticut yield? 

Mr. BUSH. I am glad to yield. 
Mr. CLARK. I have great sympathy 

for the position taken by the Senator 
from Connecticut; and, in my judgment, . 
under the formula, which presumably 
has been applied uniformly, Connecticut 
certainly gets a very bad "deal." I, for 
one, will be glad to have Connecticut 
treated better. 

Mr. BUSH. Have we any recourse? 
Mr. CLARK. Well, of course I am 

not in charge of the bill. 
As regards the table which appears on 

page 108 of the hearings, to which the 
Senator from Connecticut has referred, 
let me say the table is based on the 
number of childt·en in average daily at
tendance in the public schools, rather 
than on the number of children in the 
5 to 17 age group, regardless of whether 
they are in public schools. Of course, 
the two are not comparable. 

I know the Senator will agree that in 
Connecticut a very large proportion of 
the children are enrolled in private or 
parochial schools. Therefore, this table 
does not give us much help in connection 
with the formula, insofar as Connecti
cut is concerned. 

Furthermore, I am advised that the 
per capita income in Connecticut is the 
highest in the country. Therefore, it is 
not hard to understand how Connecticut 
comes out so badly. Thus, I thoroughly 
sympathize with the position taken by 
the Senator from Connecticut. 

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, I do not 
wish to challenge what the Senator from 
Pennsylvania has said; but in this con
nection I may point out that in the same 
volume of the hearings--part !-there 
is to be found ::t table. 49. It appears on 
page 256, and is entitled "Per Capita 
Personal Income, 1959." The list is 
headed by Delaware; Connecticut is 
second; Nevada is third. 

However, when I look on page 4 of 
the report, I find from the table which 
appears there that Nevada will receive 
$13.69 per school age child, whereas 
Connecticut will receive only $9.26 per 
school age child. In other words, Nevada 
will receive almost ·50 percent more than 
will Connecticut. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, if the Senator from Connecti
cut will yield to me, let me say that I 
can sympathize with the position he 
takes, because in the list to which he has 
referred, Delaware is next to Connecticut 
in terms of the low amount it will re
ceive. Certainly both Delaware and 
Connecticut receive less than the aver
age--even though I realize that the an
nounced purpose is to help the poorer 
States. The trouble is that under the 
committee formula that is not what 
happens. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I agree 
that Delaware is not very well treated. 
On the other hand, Pennsylvania is well 
treated. I wish I could say that I am 
entitled to credit for the treatment 
Pennsylvania receives in that connec
tion; that I had fought like a tiger to 

have the amount to be received by Penn
sylvania increased. However, as a mat
ter of fact, Pennsylvania's share was 
arrived at purely as a result of the com
mittee's determination {)f the formula 
which appeared fairest to all States. 

If the Senator will examine the table 
on the right hand side of page 257 of 
part 1 of the hearings--the table is en
titled "Personal Income Per Child of 
School Age"-he will see that Delaware 
is the 3d in the list and Pennsylvania 
is lOth. This formula was worked out 
in terms of personal income per child of 
school age--ages 5 to 17, inclusive. That 
is why Connecticut does not come out as 
well as Pennsylvania does, under the 
formula that is used. 

Let me say to the Senator from Con
necticut that although any one of a 
dozen formulas could have been used, we 
used one which we thought was fair. I 
found out that, in the end, the formula 
resulted in having Pennsylvania receive 
generous treatment. Needless to say, I 
did not object to that. But it occurred 
to me that the formula was unfair to 
the District of Columbia; perhaps it was 
also unfair to Connecticut. However. my 
amendment is confined to the District of 
Columbia. 

Mr. BUSH. Does the Senator from 
Pennsylvania know of any way to al
leviate that situation? 

Mr. CLARK. It is my understanding 
that the distinguished chairman of the 
subcommittee is prepared to accept my 
amendment. But I am somewhat afraid 
that he would not accept the amendment 
if it were modified in such a way as to 
have it also deal with Connecticut and 
Delaware. 

However, I suggest that the Senator 
from Connecticut address his remarks, 
not to me, but to the Senator who is the 
floor manager of the bill. 

Mr. BUSH. Well, the floor manager 
of the bill has been in a very generous 
humor during the last few days and has 
been extremely courteous to us. So I 
should like to see whether the Senator 
from Oregon has any suggestion to make 
as to how our distress may be alleviated. 

Can we escape from this discrimina
tion? I have heard the Senator talk 
against discrimination so often that I 
hoped he would find a very simple way 
to correct it. 

Mr. CLARK. The Senator from Con
necticut has made several eloquent 
speeches against discrimination in con
nection with the Bush amendment. 

Mr. BUSH. I am making one right 
now, although I am afraid it is not very 
eloquent. It is falling on deaf ears. 

Mr. CLARK. Before the Senator from 
Oregon replies, let me say that I think 
there is quite a precedent for offering the 
District of Columbia slightly different 
treatment from that given the 50 States. 
The way of handling it in my proposed 
amendment is to put the District of 
Columbia in with a number of other parts 
of the United States of America which 
are not themselves States--Puerto Rico, 
the Virgin Islands, American Samoa, and 
Guam-and treat the District of Colum
bia as being in that kind of special cate
gory, instead of in the category as though 
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it were a State, which it is not. I think 
the amendment does justice to the Dis
trict of Columbia. I will not pretend it 
does jtistice ·to the State of Connecticut. 

Mr. BUSH. The Senator reminds me 
of a poem I read on a roadside billboard: 
Here lies the body of John O'Shea 
Who died maintaining his right-of-way. 
He was right, dead right, as he drove along, 
But he's just as dead as if he'd been wrong. 

That is the way I feel about it, so far 
as Connecticut is concerned. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. CLARK. I yield to the Senator 
from Arizona. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Is it not true that 
the District of Columbia Committee has 
tried to get additional money for the 
schools in the District of Columbia? · 

Mr. CLARK. I am no longer on the 
District of Columbia Committee. The 
Senator from Oregon can answer that 
question. I know that when I was on 
the committee we tried to get more 
money for educational purposes in the 
District of Columbia. We were not able 
to do so because of an attitude in the 
other body of Congress which I am not at 
liberty to criticize on the floor. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I find myself in 
sympathy with the District of Columbia 
and the position in which the District of 
Columbia finds itself, but I think this is 
more a matter which should be left to the 
District of Columbia Committee, and not 
a matter to be inserted in a Federal aid 
to education bill, especially when it fa
vors one area of our country over another 
in the distribution of funds. 

I would think it would be proper for the 
Senate to vote on this proposal, but I 
would object to the amendment being ac-

. cepted by the floor manager of the bill. 
I would suggest the absence of a quorum 
so that we might obtain a vote on the 
amendment at the proper· time. 

Mr. CLARK. Let me say to the Sena
tor from Arizona, before we proceed any 
further that the District of Columbia is 
not getting any special treatment. It is 
being treated as though it were a median 
State. It is being given the same treat
ment as is American Samoa, Guam, the 
Virgin Islands, and Puer.to Rico. If the 
Senator wishes to persist in his position, 
very well, but I say to him that this is 
a simple, compassionate, and decent 
way to give the District of Columbia 
Federal money for schools which it 
so badly needs, and that the sug
gestion of the Senator from Arizona 
will inevitably result in not giving to 
the District of Columbia the kind of 
assistance which those of us who have 
had an opportunity of looking into the 
educational needs of the District of Co
lumbia know it needs. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I agree with the 
Senator that this is a very good way to 
get more money for the District of Co
lumbia, but there are a number of other 
States in the category between low and 
median, and I think the precedent set by 
adopting this amendment could be a dan
gerous one. 

I sympathize with the Senator from 
Connecticut [Mr. BusH], who cpmplains 
that his State is not adequately treated. 

It would be perfectly proper :for him to 
make a similar move to bring Connecti
cut higher up. It would be proper for 
any Senator representing a State which 
was in the category from low to medium 
.to make a move to bring those States up 
to a higher level. I think they might be 
considered as being derelict in their duty 
if they did not do so. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, as is not 
infrequently the case on this floor, I dis
agree with everything the Senator from 
Arizona says, but defend his right to say 
it. I see no point in prolonging the dis
cussion. I renew the question to the 
Senator from Oregon as to whether he 
would be agreeable to accepting the 
amendment. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, before 
yielding to the Senator from Oregon, will 
the Senator yield to me? 

Mr. CLARK. I yield. 
Mr. KEATING. I want to find out 

what the effect of the Senator's amend
·ment is. Would the District of Columbia 
get funds under the bill as it stands? 

Mr. CLARK. It would get funds un
der the bill. If the Senator will turn to 
page 4 of the report, he will see the 
amount the District of Columbia would 
get under the bill would be $1,565,588, 
which represents $9.26 per school-age 
child from 5 to 17, inclusive, the lowest 
figure per school-age child of any one of 
the 50 States except Connecticut, with 
respect to which it is identical. 

Mr. KEATING. The purpose of this 
amendment, then, is to upgrade the Dis
trict of Columbia so that it would get 
more than it would otherwise receive. 
How much would it receive under the 
Senator's proposal? 

Mr. CLARK. The District of Colum
bia would get the national average fig
ure of and per school-age child. It 
would get $3,100,000 instead of $1,500,000. 
The method of computation, as I said a 
minute or two ago, is to treat the Dis
trict of Columbia as being in the same 
category with all the other geographic 
areas which are receiving assistance un
der the bill, aside from the 50 States. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield on that point? 

Mr. CLARK. In just a minute. 
In further answer to the Senator from 

New York, the District of Columbia 
would be treated, on a per capita per 
schoolchild basis, as receiving $18.54, 
which is the median amount. 

I now yield to the Senator from Ari
zona. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I ask the Senator 
from Pennsylvania if it is not true that 
the personal income per pupil in the Dis
trict of Columbia is the highest in the 
country, and that in the territories to 
which the Senator keeps referring it is 
probably the lowest? 

Mr. CLARK. That is a deceptive fig
ure, although it may well be accurate. 
The reason why it is deceptive is that so 
much personal income is included in the 
District of Columbia figures ·which is not 
subject to taxation. I point out, for 
example, that the salary of the Senator 
from Arizona and my own salary are not 
subject to District of Columbia income 
taxes. The incomes of Presidential ap
pointees, or any Member of Congress, or 

-the salaries of staff officials who are 
·domiciled elsewhere, are not subject to 
District of Columbia taxes. I point out 
again, as I did earlier, when the Senator 
from Arizona was not present, that only 
44 percent of the total valuation of prop
erty in the District of Columbia is sub~ 
ject to taxation, because of the huge 
Federal holdings. 

I point out what the Senator from 
Arizona knows, that for many a long 
year Congress has been unwilling to 
.make adequate Federal payment to the 
District of Columbia. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. The Senator 
from Pennsylvania had made the remark 
that we were to treat the District of 
Columbia as we were treating Puerto 
Rico and some of our other holdings. I 
want to make clear that we are not talk
ing about comparable figures when we 
talk about the District of Columbia and 
Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and 
other places in our possessicn that we 
take care of. 

Mr. CLARK. What the Senator from 
Arizona says is fundamentally true, but 
I suspect, in all candor, he will agree 
with me that the District of Columbia is 
a pretty special case so far as tax inci
dence is concerned, because it is under 
the control of the Federal Government. 
It does not have the right or ability to 
impose taxes. It does not get an ade
quate Federal payment. Tens of thou
sands of residents of the District of Co
lumbia are not liable to District taxation, 
because they are legal residents else
where, except for property taxes. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. When my friend 
served on the District of Columbia Com
mittee, was any effort made to increase 
the taxes which would apply for school 
purposes? 

Mr. CLARK. - I shall have to ask my 
friend from Oregon to answer the ques
tion. My memory is hazy. 

The question asked is whether any 
effort has been made to increase Dis
trict of Columbia taxes, the implication 
being, perhaps, that the District of Co
lumbia ought to raise taxes instead of 
getting an additional Federal payment. 

Mr. MORSE. We tried last year, and 
we were not able to do so. The two 
Houses could not get together in that 
regard. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I 
intend to ask for a vote on the amend
ment, instead of merely having the 
amendment accepted. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, my ac
ceptance of the amendment would re
quire a vote. I cannot accept the 
amendment without the Senate having 
a vote. All my acceptance of the 
amendment would do would be to show 
what is the position of the floor leader 
on the amendment. I shall make a 
statement briefly as to the position of 
the majority of the committee. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I yield 
the floor. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I realize that 
what the Senator says is true, but I 
should like to suggest the absence of a 
quorum and to ask for the yeas and nays 
on the amendment. I think the amend
ment would establish a dangerous prece
dent. 
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Mr. MORSE. I give the Senator my 
assurance that he will have an opportu
nity to suggest the absence of a quorum 
before a vote is taken. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield to the distin
guished Senator from South Carolina. 

RIGHTS AND INCITEMENT TO 
RIOT 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, the 
able columnist, David Lawrence, has 
again demonstrated the perceptiveness 
necessary to separate the wheat from 
the chaff in confused national issues. A 
column entitled "Rights and Incitement 
to Riot," appearing in today's edition of 
the Evening Star, by Mr. Lawrence 
points up the distinction between the 
exercise of lawful rights and the breach 
of public order which constitutes an in
fringement of the rights of others. This 
is the context of the article: 

There is a constitutional right to free 
speech, but-as the Supreme Court has 
said-there is no right falsely to cry "Fire" 
in a crowded theater. 

There is a constitutional right to demon
strate, but not a right to provoke or incite 
people to riot. 

There is a constitutional right to assem
ble in a hall to espouse any cause, but not 
a right to organize a "sit-in" demonstration 
for the express purpose of using private 
property-against the wishes of the own
ers-to stir up passions and create incidents 
of disorder. 

For decades now the American people have 
been denouncing lynch rule and mob action, 
and the cry has been for adherence to con
stitutional law and the orderly precedures 
of the courts. 

But what happened in Alabama over the 
weekend reveals clearly that incitement to 
riot is the fundamental cause of the trouble. 
Mayor Robert Wagner of New York, not 
many months ago, rightly refused to give a 
permit to a rabble-rouser who wanted to 
defend the Nazi point of view at meetings 
in the heart of the metropolis, where the 
bulk of the population was bound to resent 
such statements and perhaps be stimulated 
to mob action. 

It was all very well for civic groups later 
to argue that a permit should have been 
granted by the mayor and that the cham
pion of Nazi doctrines had a right to free 
speech, but the mayor knew what the con
sequences would be and acted wisely. Ala
bama's attorney general has just told the 
same rabble-rouser to keep out of the State. 

Today the Federal Government under the 
Kennedy administration has made the same 
mistake at Montgomery as did the Eisen
hower administration at Little Rock. Both 
refused to let local authorities deal with the 
situation. The more than 400 Federal mar
shals fully armed, who were mobilized in 
Montgomery last Sunday were, as Senator 
DIRKSEN, of Illinois, says, hardly different 
from Federal troops. 

There are, of course, plenty of legalisms 
involved. At Little Rock the Governor of 
Arkansas ordered out the National Guard 
to prevent mob violence around the school. 
But the Federal Government construed this 
as an impediment to the enforcement of 
a Federal court order on desegregation of 
public schools. 

In Alabama a court order issued by an 
Alabama State judge had called on the so
called freedom riders to abstain from their 
demonstrations on buSes which had been 
advertised in advance and were certain to 
stir up trouble. Notwithstanding the exist
ence of this State court order, the Federal 

Government intervened with Federal mar
shals, claiming that law and order had broken 
down. 

Indeed, an 1871 Federal statute was cited 
by the United States Department of Jus
tice as authority for the step, though this 
law specifically refers to Federal interven
tion only where there is insurrection or 
qomestic violence due to a refusal or in
ability of a State to grant protection. It 
can hardly be said that the action of a mob, 
even though some negligence is temporarily 
displayed by local police, constitutes such 
an insurrection in a constitutional sense. 
On the contrary, the Governor of Alabama 
recognized the right of the bus to engage in 
interstate travel and the right of passen
gers on the bus to be protected. Just how 
this gets to be insurrection is hard to un
derstand. Neither the Governor nor the 
legislature requested the Federal interven
tion as the Constitution prescribes must be 
done when domestic violence develops be
yond the State 's control. 

It is true that the U.S. Attorney General 
and the Governor of Alabama discussed be
forehand the even ts leading up to the crisis 
on Saturday, but this does not justify Fed
eral intervention any more than it justifies 
mob action. Unless the regular processes 
of the law are permitted to take their course, 
the who'l.e thing just becomes an emotional 
spectacle with politics and the bid for votes 
in the populous Northern States playing its 
part, both under a Democratic and a Re-
publican n ational administration. · 

If, as Supreme Court decisions in the past 
h ave indicated, there is a right of any citi
zen to travel through a State or inside a 
State without color discrimination on ve
hicles of transportation, the proper course 
for the aggrieved parties is to apply for court 
orders. Long drawn out as the cases might 
be, the necessary court support would be 
forthcoming and arrests for contempt for 
violating court orders would follow as a 
routine procedure. 

To say that "all this takes too much 
time," and that "we have waited long 
enough" is exactly what the mobsters used 
to argue passionately as they prepared to 
lynch a rapist. The cry was then heard: 
"He's guilty anyhow, why wait for the 
courts." 

Unfortunately, the 14th amendment, 
under which "equal protection of the law" 
has been fostered, was itself ratified at the 
poin~ of the bayonet when, 3 years after 
the Civil War was over, the Southern States 
were coerced-by militiamen sitting in the 
State legislatures--into ratifying the amend
ment. The Constitution itself prescribes a 
proper method of ratification, and the pres
ent generation is suffering 100 years later 
. the consequences of the disregard of the 
Constitution in the period immediately after 
the Civil War. The Supreme Court has 
ruled on many 14th amendment cases but 
has consistently refused to pass upon any 
case involving the legality of the "ratifica
tion" of the 14th amendment itself. 

Mr. President, we are fortunate that 
there are still columnists who publish 
the facts in a context which permits and 
assists in the interpretation of the facts 
in their proper relation. -

I wish to thank the distinguished 
Senator from Oregon for yielding to me. 

Mr. JA VITS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Oregon yield to me? 

Mr: MORSE. I yield. 
Mr. JAVITS. This is the second time 

today that I have heard the Senator 
from South Carolina speak about the 
situation in Alabama, which the New 
York Times this morning called a na
tional tragedy. It is a national tragedy 
and a national disgrace. lt cannot be 
colored in any other way. 

I do not wish to interfere with the 
debate tonight, but I could not sit here 
and listen to comments on the Alabama 
situation again. Tomorrow during the 
morning hour I shall use my own time to 
say what I think about the problem, and 
how I think every decent American 
should regard it. I have yet to hear any 
excuse for the anarchy and the refusal 
·or failure to take authoritative State 
action in terms of protecting the lives 
of citizens and enforcing the laws and 
Constitution of the United States. I 
have yet to hear any real excuse for it. 
But, as I say, I do not want to intrude 
on the Senator's debate. I will speak 
tomorrow on my own time. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MORsE. I yield. 
Mr. THURMOND. In reply to the 

Senator from New York, I wish to say 
that I did not expect him to agree with 
the distinguished columnist, Mr. David 
Lawrence, or with the Constitution of 
the United States. 

SCHOOL ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1961 
The Senate resumed the consideration 

of the bi:i.l <S. 1021) to authorize a pro
gram of Federal financial assistance for 
·education. 

. Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I wish to 
inake a brief statement on the Clark 
amendment. First, I wish to reply to 
my good friend the Senator from Con
necticut. May I say goodnaturediy that 
he used one phrase or sentence in his 
comment in regard to which I would like 
to register a statement. He was very 
gracious to me. He said that for the 
past several days the Senator from Ore
gon-! believe I paraphrase correctly his 
statement-has been very courteous and 
good natured. I wondered if the Sena
tor from Connecticut meant that such 
courtesy was typical of the Senator from 
Oregon only during the last few days. 
I have always tried to be courteous and 
goodnatured. Of course, I have the re
sponsibility to be firm if I think firmness 
is called for. But I want the Senator 
.from Connecticut to know that if at any 
time earlier than the last few days I 
have not been nourteous to the Senator 
from Connecticut, I here now offer my 
abject apologies, because I have never 
knowingly or intentionally been discour
teous to anyone. 
. Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 
Mr. BUSH. The Senator should not 

draw any inference of the kind that I 
think he is drawing, because I have al
ways found the Senato~ courteous. 
However, I have noticed that in the last 
2 or 3 days, with the large bundle of 
notes he has been carrying in his arms, 
he has been especially happy and cour
teous. We have appreciated and been 
glad to see him in such a frame of 
mind, even though it hurts. 

Mr. MORSE. I say to the Senator 
that I am having a little fun, and what 
I say is offered in a jocular vein. I know 
the Senator from Delaware [Mr. WIL
LIAMS] will undoubtedly .take a position 
somewhat similar to the position taken 
by the Senator from Connecticut. 
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I am going to make some comments 
now and then reserve an opportunity to 
reply to my friend from Delaware a little 
later. / 

I do wish to say to the Senator from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. CLARK] that on the 
basis of the review of an overwhelming 
majority of the subcommittee and the 
majority of the full committee of the 
Senate Committee on Labor and Public 
Welfare, I . am accepting ·the Senator's 
amendment in regard to the District of 
Columbia. All such action means is that 
we put our stamp of approval on the 
amendment for whatever reinforcement 
value that stamp may have in helping 
others in the Senate to form their judg
ment. As we all know, if an amendment 
meets with the approval of the majority 
of the committee, it has a certain pre
sumptive advantage, because all Sena
tors are inclined at least to give a pre
sumptive benefit to an amendment that 
is approved by a majority of the com
mittee. 

I wish to make clear that the amend
ment was never formally acted upon by 
the committee, for the reason that it was 
not until after we had marked up the 
bill that we discovered what we consider 
to be an unfair disparity with regard to 
the District of Columbia, and then the 
Clark-Morse amendment was devised 
and offered to the bill. 

When we nave a formula that calls 
for the distribution of money to the 
States of the country on the basis of an 
equalization principle, which is involved 
in the bill, there will be some States at 
the top of the list that would receive 
more than States at the bottom of the 
list, which would receive less. The Sen
ator from Connecticut [Mr. BusH] and 
the Senator from Delaware [Mr. WIL
LIAMS] find their States -at the bottom 
of the list. So the question is whether 
the formula is fair in its application to 
the fa-ets of Delaware and Connecticut. 

As I said when I made my first speech 
on the formula, questions of judgment 
are involved. 

We think that the formula, when all 
is said and done, is reasonably fair, and 
for those reasons, as far as Connecticut 
and Delaware -are· concerned, I suggest 
that the Senators from Connecticut and 
Delaware have the privilege of repre
senting two of the wealthiest States in 
the cQuntry from the standpoint of per
sonal per capita income. 

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, will the 
Senato1· yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 
· Mr. BUSH. I call the Senator's at

tention to a fact, which embarrasses me, 
but nevertheless, because it has refer
ence to our being a wealthy State, I must 
state it. The State of Connecticut and 
the State of Delaware are the two most 
heavily bonded States in the United 
States on a per capita basis. Connecticut 
is bonded at $369 million and Delaware 
at $463 million. There is not a single 
other State that is bonded up to $300 
million, and I believe only one other 
State is bonded in excess of $200 million. 

In proceeding with our school and 
other programs, in an attempt to keep 
pace with the advance of our economy, 
we have borrowed very heavily-much 
more so than I approve-but nevertheless 
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such borrowing places a very heavY bur
den upon us. It is fortunate that we do 
have a high per capita income, or else 
we would not be able to carry that kind 
of indebtedness. 

Mr. MORSE. I understand that sit
uation. I congratulate the Senator on 
his representing a State that can carry 
such bonded indebtedness in promoting 
the public welfare. After all, it is the 
decision of the citizens of the State. I 
congratulate the citizens that they have 
taken that step. But such action does 
not erase the pertinent fact that I have 
stated. On the top of the list, on the 
basis · of personal income per child of 
school age, Connecticut leads the Nation 
with $12,762. 

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, may I in
quire what the Senator is reading from? 

Mr. MORSE. I am reading from page 
257, table 52, of the hearings before the 
Subcommitt-ee on Education. Following 
Connectitut comes New York, $12,480. 
Then comes Delaware, with $11,838. 

As far as personal income per child of 
school age, 5 to 17, based on 1959 data is 
concerned, the States of Connecticut and 
Delaware are first and third in position 
in the entire country. 

I yield to the Senator from Penn
sylvania. 

Mr. CLARK. I wish to point out to 
the Senator from Connecticut that I sus
pect those figures about bonded indebt
edness are subject to some discount. In 
my State our constitution limits the 
bonded debt of the Commonwealth to $1 
million . . Yet we have a public school 
building· fund; we have a general State 
authority; we have various other devices, 
I am prepared to call them, under which 
bonds have been issued, against which 
the credit of the State is pledged on a 
lease basis where the amount involved
! do not carry it in my head-is a good 
many times more than the :figure sug
gested by the Senator from Connecticut. 
So I do not believe the bonded debt fig
ures are really comparable. 

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 
Mr. BUSH. I think the bonded in

debtedness has a bearing on the whole 
situation. When one speaks about the 
wealth of the State, he should take into 
account its obligations also. Our legisla
ture is now in session. It will appro
priate either an additional $32 million for 
the biennium -approaching or else it will 
appropriate $22 million or $23 million.· 
Two bills before the legislature provide 
those appropriations. We ar~ going 
ahead with either of those programs re
gardless of what hap_pens here. 

The proposed legislation is very dis
tressing to me, because we have been 
progressiv-e and have been willing to 
move ahead and keep up with our class
room construction and raise teachers' 
salaries,- perhaps as well as any of the 
States. I thirik the records will show 
we· are in the top group -in that respect.' 
When a bill such as the one before the 
Senate comes along, we are very severely 
prejudiced. · · 
- I canJ:?.Qt get over my. hurt ~n that 
respect. · · 

Mr. MORSE. I should like to add to 
my answer to the Senators from Con-

necticut and Delaware that I invite at
tention to table 51, on page 257 of the 
hearings entitled "Per Capita Disposable 
Income, 1959." When we deal with per 
capita disposable income, Delaware teps 
the list, with $2,516. Connecticut is sec
ond, with $2,460. New York is third, 
with $2,350. . 

Senators will see the position· in which 
I find myself. We have devised ·a for
mula. It was constructed by what we 
believe are qualified experts in this field. 
They have advised us that it is a fair 
formula. Of course, we all know that in 
the application of a formula such as this 
the richer States will make a greater con
tribution than the poorer States. What 
we must decide is the question whether, 
from top to bottom, the division of funds 
will be fair and equitable in terms of the 
ability of a State to pay. 

Let us take the question of bonded 
indebtedness, so far as Connecticut and 
Delaware are concerned . . The fact that 
a State is bonded, does not mean that 
it has thereby depreciated the value of 
its wealth. The money raised by the 
bonds goes into very important and . 
valuable capital investments. The fact 
that :figures are available .which show 
the bonded indebtedness of a State does 
not mean that the :figures have made 
that State poor. On the contrary, we 
must look to see what the bond money 
ha.s been used for. I believe we must 
recognize that because of the progres
siveness of the Senator's State, that 
State has enriched itself in many par
ticulars. By the issuance of bonds, the 
State has built wealth-creating and 
wealth-producing projects. 

So, if I may say so good naturedly to 
my friend from Connecticut, the mere 
fact ·that his State has bonded itself, 
does not mean that his State is any 
poorer for that reason. 

Mr. BUSH. The Senator .has been 
very kind. I would like to make two · 
observations. One is that our State 
does not feel in an enriched condition 
because of our bonded debt; on the con
trary, a big argument at present in our 
legislature is over the question of debt. 
If there is not a majority, certainly 
there is an evenly divided situation on 
that question. Many people feel that 
our State is in very serious financial 
condition. 

The other point I wish to make to the 
Senator is that over the years our State 
has been contributing over and over 
again to grant-in-aid programs on a 
very generous basis. We have not al
ways complained about it, by any 
means. In fact, I have gone back to 
my State to defend various grant-in-aid 
programs, because I realize that we are 
a part of the United States and have a 
national interest in the welfare of the 
poor States which buy many of our 
manufactured products. So my posi
tion is not entirely provincial. I feel 
that in the pending bill the formula that 
has been arrived at has a v-ery serious 
and severe impact on our State, far 
greater than any that has ever been 
produced in any bill that I have seen in 
the Senate so far as any State is con
cerned. It happens to be our State this 
time, and I feel bad about it. 
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Mr. MORSE. When I use these sta

tistics I hope the Senator will not think 
that I am seeking to put Connecticut in 
a bad light in any way, because I am 
not. I must deal with these facts as 
the record shows them. When we talk 
about expenditures in any State for 
governmental and public purposes, we 
must take a look to see for what pur
poses a State is spending the money. 

In many States we find that a great 
deal of money is spent on roads. It is 
comparatively easy to get appropria
tions for road construction through a 
State legislature, because a State can 
appropriate $1 of State money and get 
several times that amount through 
Federal assistance. I do not know 
what the explanation is for the figures 
I now cite. I point to table 46 on page 
254 of the hearings, entitled "Per Cap
ita Expenditures of States and Local 
Governments for all Public Education, 
1959." That table places Connecticut 
twentieth in the list of States. In fair
ness to the Senator from Delaware I 
am frank to admit that it places Dela
ware second. I call attention to this 
fact because I surmise that Connecticut 
spends a great deal of money for many 
governmental purposes. However, in 
comparison with the other States it is 
not near the top of the list. 

When I say what I am about to say I 
am sure the Senator from Connecticut 
will understand that I make the argu
ment only because I think it is a fair 
and proper argument, or I would not 
make it. The Secretary of Health, 
Education, and Welfare, Mr. Ribicoff, is 
a distinguished citizen of the Senator's 
State. He is a former Governor of the 
Senator's State. I atn privileged to say 
that the Secretary of. Health, Educa
tion, and Welfare is accepting the 
formula. In fairness to him I must also 
point out that it is not the first recom- · 
mendation the administration made 
through his office. However, the Secre
tary of Health, Education, and Welfare 
is accepting the formula as a fair and 
equitable distribution of the funds on a 
nationwide basis. 

If the Secretary were present and I 
were to call him as a witness, I am sure 
he would say, "We would like to have 
more for Connecticut." What State 
would not feel that way? That is un
derstandable. However, if we start 
changing the formula, unless there is a 
demonstrable case of injustice, which I 
believe the case of the District of Co
lumbia is-and we thought the Alaska 
case was and we thought the Samoa 
case was, because in Committee we ac
cepted the amendment of the Senator 
from Hawaii with respect to Samoa
and we start to change the formula in 
respect of the rich · States, then I be
lieve we will for all intents and purposes 
destroy the bill. 

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 
Mr. BUSH. The Senator has called 

my attention to a table. I .· invite his 
attention to a table at page 107 of the 
hearings. It is table No. 6. It is a 

· very ·appropriate table: It ip entitled 

"School Expenditures per Pupil.'' The 
information portrayed in that table is 
more indicative for the purpose of our 
discussion. Connecticut is in 14th posi
tion, or in the first third of the States, 
with an expenditure of $536 per pupil. 
So I still stand on my statement that 
we have been doing very well in respect 
of our own expenditures for education. 

The Senator has been very generous, 
and I do not wish to prolong this dis
cussion. I know that he wishes to get 
ahead with the bill. I thank the Sen
ator for his courteous consideration. 

Mr. MORSE. It is only fair that table 
6 on page 107 of the hearings be placed 
in the RECORD, and therefore I ask unan
imous consent that it may be printed in 
the RECORD at this point in my remarks. 
Of course it will not be possible to print 
the crossbars, but the table will show the 
relationship of the various States, as is 
the case with the table I have been using. 

There being no objeetion, the table was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

TABLE 6.-School expenditures per pupil1 

New JerseY------------------------ $692.64 
New York__________________________ 681. 15 
Alaska ____________________________ 676.47 

Delaware-----------·-------------- - 643. 84 
California __________ ,_______________ 636. 03 
Arizona__________ _______________ ___ 624.03 
Illinois _____________ - - -------- ---- -- 598. 40 
Wisconsin _________________________ 587.13 
Washington ________________________ 583.94 
Wyonaing ________________ __ ______ __ 583.33 
Nevada, ____________ __ __________ ____ 581.82 
~innesota _________________________ 559.81 
Michigan_________________ _________ 550.98. 
Qonnecticut __ , ______ . _____________ :__ 536. 82 
Ohio _______________________ ~--- --- 535.14 
~aryland _________ :_ ____ ________ ___ ._ 529.96 
Colorado ___________________________ . 520. 35 

Oregon-------------------.--------- 507.25 
~ansas ____________________________ 505.91 
Louisiana _________________________ 504.04 

Montana------------------------~-- 496.30 Texas ______________________________ 474.50 

~owa ___ _____ ______ --------------- 473.28 
Utah------------------------------ 467.59 
Indiana ____________ ._______________ 459.55 
Rhode Island______________________ 449. 15 
~assachusetts--------------------- 438.25 
Pennsylvania _______ ,_______________ 432. 06 
North Dakota_-------------------- 432. 00 
New Hanapshire____________________ 421. 05 
~issourL_________________________ 419. 36 
Nebraska-------------------------- 419.23 Florida ____________________________ 400.69 

South Dakota______________________ 400. 00 
New ~exico________________________ 396. 04 
HawaiL------------ ·--------------- 378. 79 
Oklahonaa------------------------- 378.60 Idaho _______ ______________________ 347.22 
~aine _____________________________ 344.44 
Vernaont __________________________ 343.28 
District of Colunabia,_______________ 339. 62 
Virginia--------------------------- 335.55 
North Carolina____________________ 295. 11 
MississippL----------------------- 290. 12 
West Virginia_____________________ 285. 04 
Alabanaa __________________________ 277.86 

Tennessee------------------------- 264.95 
Arkansas--------------------------- 251. 34 
lrentuckY------------------------- 250.88 
<Jeorgia--------------------------- 242.39 
South Carolina,_____________________ 235. 40 

National average____________ 484;· 00 
1 Estimated 1959-60 expenditures for pub

lic elenaentary and secondary schools, per 
pupil in average daily attendance. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield to the Senator 
from Arizona. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. The Senators 
from Delaware and Connecticut might 
be interested in this statement, because 
it bears on the point I raised in object
ing to the simple adoption of the amend
ment; namely, that any Senator who 
felt his State was not being treated fairly 
could offer a similar amendment. 

The figures on page 4 of the report and 
on the table between pages 298 and 299 
of the hearings are interesting. For 
example, Delaware has 82,206 pupils en
rolled in its public schools. Under the 
formula, Delaware would receive $1,239,-
501. 

The District of Columbia has 121,448 
pupils enrolled, but the District of 
Columbia would receive $3 million under 
the Clark revision of the formula. 

Connecticut has 480,473 pupils en
rolled. Under the formula it would re
ceive $5,215,540. 

By the very nature of the figures the 
distr~bution seems to be wrong in these 
two I?Stances. I have not perused the 
rema1~der of the table, but if it is proper 

. to adJu~t the figure for the District of 
C_?lumbia to $3 million for 121,448 pu
~Ils, certainly it would be proper to ad
JUst the figure for Delaware upward be
cause of the $1,239,501 which Delaware 
would receive for 82,206 pupils. The 
ratio simply does not appear to be fair. 

I suggest to Senators from States 
which are below the median, so to speak, 
that they include their States in this 

. amendment or offer amendments to the 
amendment, so that the amounts may 
be made proper. If it is right for one 
State, it is right for all. We all drink 
from the same bucket. That goes for 
the District of Columbia as well as the 
States. 

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Arizona permit me to ob
serve that I have inquired if there was 
any possibility of offering an amendment 
to the amendment of the Senator with 
the big bundle of votes under his arm. 
He says he cannot consider such an 
amendment, so I shall not take the time 
of the Senate to offer it. 

I think the point made by the Sena
tor from Arizona is a good one, but we 
are up against a stone wall. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed at 
this point in the RECORD a table which 
appears on pages 226 and 227 of the 
hearings, entitled "Enrollment in Full
time Public and Nonpublic Elementary 
and Secondary Regular Day Schools, by 
State, 1957-58." 

This table, I submit, shows that Dela
ware and Connecticut rate very high. It 
demonstrates clearly, I believe, that it is 
fair to apply the formula to them. 

There being no objection, the table 
~as ordered to be printed in the RECORD. 
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TABLE 15.- Enrollment infull-time P'ttblic and nonpublic elementary and -8ccondmy reyulctr day schools, by State, 1957-58 

Public school enrollment Nonpublicschool enrollment 
' .. ., 

Total enroll-
ment, all Pubticscbool Nonpubltc 

Rcgiou and State full-time Kindergarten Grades 9 enrollment Kindergarten Grades 9 enrollment 
day schools Total and grades 1 through 12 as a percent '!'otul and grades 1 through 12 as a percent 

through 8 a.nd post or total en- through 8 and post- of total en-
graduate rollmentin grt\duato rollmenttn 

all schools all schools 

(1) (2~ (3) '- (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) I (II) (10) . 
United States (48 States and Dls-

tTict of Columbia) ___ _____________ 38,756,005 33,528,591 25,008,820 7, 859,771 86.5 15,227,414 4, 296,806 930,008 13.S 

Nortl1 Atlantic ___ ______________ --~-------- IO, 135,7.58 7, 901,198 5, 943,098 1, 958, 100 18.0 2, 234,560 1, 840,211 394,349 22.() 

Connecticut _____________ ---- -_ -- --- _-- 529,881 436,552 336,654 99,898 82.4 93,329 70,951 22,378 17. (j 
Delaware. __ _ ----------- --------------- 89,775 2 72,436 55,894 16.542 80.7 2 17,339 13,943 3,396 19.3 
Maine . . _---------------------------- 217,951 184,226 143,490 40,736 84.5 33. 72.'\ 23, I21 IO,&H 15.5 
~Iaryland _________ __ __ ________________ 653,626 538,790 415,789 ' 123,001 82.4 z 114,836 97,758 17,078 11-G 
Massachusetts.-- -------- ------ -- ----- 1, 040,101 2 810,614 600,256 210,358 77.!) 2 229,487 184,739 44,748 22.1 
New Hampshire._- - ------------------ 129,035 97,478 i4,046 23,432 75.5 3I, 557 23,155 8,402 '24.5 
New Jersey __ . --------- ---- ----------- 1, 228,079 959,479 730,797 228,682 78.1 3 268,600 3 229,800 3 38,SOO 21. 9 
New York._----- -- -- ---- ------------- 3, 473,479 2,658,869 2,001,573 657,296 76.5 814,610 694,641 119,1169 23.5 
Pennsylvania. ------------------------ 2,379, 380 1, 8.'34, 553 1, 345, 576 488,977 n.1 544,827 441,091 103,736 22.9 
Rhode Island._--------- ---- ----- ----- 171,959 125,301 95,~56 30,245 72.9 2 ~,658 33,095 13,563 27.1 Vermont. ______________________ -- --- -- 86,309 69,717 54,348 15,369 80.8 16,592 11,417 5,175 19.2 
District of Columbia. ____ ___ __ ________ 136,183 113,183 89,619 23,564 83.1 3 23,000 316,500 3 6, 500 16.9 

Great Imkes and Plains . ,.!.c.c.~--------- 11,425,938 .9. 514,535 7, 200, '34.8 2, 3t4, 187 83.3 1, 911,403 1, 584,231 327,172 16.7 

Ulinois .. __ --- -- --- ---- -·-- ------------- 2, 133,541 1, 654,311 1, 255,583 _398, 728 77.5 479,230 395,494 83,736 22.5 indiana. -- --- ___ ___ _________ __________ 1,054, 598 934,948 709, 1>91 225,257 88.7 119,G50 102,.453 17,197 . 11-IJ 
Iowa. ~:- ____ --------- __ --------------_ 655,058 2 (>73, 152 435,437 137,715 87.5 2 81,906 65,518 16,388 12.1i 1{ansas _______ -- _____ -___ _ -- __ : . ______ _ 501,726 2 456,810 348,220 108,500 91.0 44,916 37,538 7,378 9.6 
Michigan . __ - ----------------~--------- 1, 777,696 % 1, 495,729 1, 161, 769 333,960 St.l 28I, 967 225,637 56,330 15. I) 
Aiinnesota. ______ ------ _ --- _______ -- -_ 780,020 637,642 467,344 170,298 81.7 142,378 121,887 20,491 18.3 l\1 issouri ___ ________ -- -________________ 909,507 778,507 591,282 187,225 85.6 a 131,000 3107,000 a 24,000 14.4 
Nebraska._--- --- ----- --- ----------- -- 312,377 266,769 202,435 64,334 85.4 45,008 37,n5 7,833 a.G North Dakota ___ ___ ___ ________________ 147,634 130,173 96,954 33,219 88.2 17,461 13,992 3,469 lLS 
Ohio. ___ ---- ---- ----- __ --------------- 2, 100,124 1, 763, 837 I, 352,064 411,773 84.0 336,287 276.237 60,050 16.0 
South Dakota. . .• -- ~ -- ------- -- - - ------ 158,801 H3,801 108,588 35,213 90.6 315,000 312,700 12,300 9.4 
'''isconsin ______ ---- ----- ______________ 894,856 3 678,856 470,981 207, 875 75.9 3 216.000 3188,000 3 28,000 24.1 

Southeast. ____ __ _____ : __ _' ___ _______ _______ 8,800, 339 8, 452,116 fl. 619,758 1,832,358 95.1 438,223 337,483 100,740 4.9 

Alabama ____ ---- _____ ·-- ___ . • __________ 786,614 758,214 584,674 173,540 96.4 3 28,40() 3 21,300 17,100 3.6 
Arkansas _____ ----_-- _______ -------- __ _ 4.31,354 420,011 320,988 99,023 97.4 11,34.3 8,951 2,392 '2.6 
Florida. __ -------------- ------ -------- 925,233 874,377 681,338 193,039 94.5 50,856 36,068 14,788 li.fi 
Georgia __ _ ---_-- ---~- _____ ------ - -_ -- - 932,331 91 .. 4.31 732,~ 181,485 98.1 317,900 •n, 500 J 6, fOO 1.9 

E~k~~==================~======= 
684.280 609,548 477,604 131,944 89.1 74,732 58,488 16,244 10.9 
771,184 648,854 509,273 139,581 84.1 122,330 101,701 20,629 15.9 
553,593 536,417 433,282 103,135 96.9 17,176 13,175 4,001 a• 

North Carolina . --- ---------- -'- ---- ~ -- - 1,072, 287 1, 060,187 8I5, 177 245,010 98.9 12,100 11,600 2,.500 1.1 
South Carolina ____ ----------- __ - ~: ____ 596,683 584,283 466,032 118,251 97.9 12,400 -' '10, 000 '1, 500 2.1 

~f=~~=========================== = 
810,189 780,933 606,64.8 174,285 96.4 29,256 20,142 9,114 S.G 
847,464 800,464 638,810 161,654 94.5 3 47,000 3 35,000 312,000 5.5 West Virginia_ ___ ______ ______ ________ _ 479,127 464.,397 352,986 111,411 96.9 14,730 10,658 4,072 3.1 

West and Southwest .-- - ------- - -~------ - - 8, 303,970 7,600, 742 5,905,616 1, 755,126 92.3 64.3,228 534,881 108,347 7. 7 
Arizona _______________ ____ __ __________ 288,105 262,220 205,512 56,708 9LO 25,885 21,701 4,184 9.() California. ____________________ ________ 3, 128,384 2 2, 826, "339 2, 192,256 634,083 90.3 302,045 248,34.1 53,704 9. 7 Colorado .. ______ ____ ___ _______ ________ 401,518 365,518 285,448 80,070 91.0 36,000 • 29,500 • 6, 500 11.0 
Idaho _______ ------ - ___ ------------ - --- 161,030 154, Ill 113,776 40,335 95.7 6,919 5,969 950 4.3 
~Ion tana __________ ___________________ 154,700 13C.,832 102,470 34,362 88.4 17,868 14, 148 3,720 ll.6 :r\ evada _________ _____ _________________ 61,220 58,218 45,84.1 12,377 95.1 3,002 2,406 596 4.9 
New Mexico. _--------------- -- --- ---- 233,343 209, 73!) 163,568 46, 171 S9.9 23,604 20,347 3, 257 10.1 Oklahoma _________ ____ _________ _______ 530,520 513,500 376,984 136,516 96.8 17,~ a 13,600 3,420 3.2 Oregon ______________ _____________ _____ 386,487 359,087 266,774 93,213 93.1 26,500 • 21,100 4 5, 4.00 6.9 
'l'exas. --------------- __ ____ ; ____ ______ 2, 042,212 1, 915,612 I, 496,830 418,782 93.8 a 126,600 3109,600 317,000 6.2 
Ut-alL ________ -------- __ - -- _- -- ---- - -- 219,812 2l4, 812 161,684 53,128 97.7 15,000 3 4, 000 ~ 1,000 2.3 Washington _______ ___ _______ __________ 618,011 569.176 437,370 131,806 92.1 48,835 40,5611 8,266 7.9 'Vyoming ________ ___________ ________ __ 78,628 74,678 57.103 17,575 95.0 a 3,950 113,600 135() 5.0 

Outlying parts: 
Alaska __ _________ - --- -_- --"-_- ------- - - 37,672 36,017 30,923 5,094 115.6 1,655 1,374 281 4.4 American Samoa ______________________ 6,070 5,012 4,510 502 82.6 1,058 971 87 17.4 
Canai Zone.-------------------------- 12,697 12,118 9,589 2,529 95.4 579 (~) (3) ... 
Guam_ ______ -_------------------------ 16,531 13,397 11,1211 2,268 81.0 3,134 2,463 671 19.0 HawaiL ____________________________ ___ 157,869 3130,158 100,503 29,655 82.4 27,711 20,708 7,003 11.6 
Puerto Rico _______ --------- ___________ 616,886 3 564,041 488,322 75,719 91.4 • 52,1U5 6 39,.584 '13, 261 8.6 
Virgin Islands ________ ---------_------- 9,021 6,392 5,429 963 " 70.9 2,629 2,.333 296 29.1 

1 Represents noripuplic 1enrollment in full-time regular <lay schools only. For 
enrollment in other types o! nonpublic scllools, see table A. 
• 2 Enrollment not cumulative but as of a specific dat.e. 

3 ·Estimated. 

• Distribution by g.rade group estimated. 
6 Distribution by grade group not availahle. 
• Data for accredited schools only. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Oregon yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 
Mr. CLARK. I think it is important 

for . the purpose of considering this 
amendment that we should all under
stand that there -are -very great' differ
ences, indeed, between the District of 
Columbia and the 50 States. Ever since 
the Constitution was . adopted and the 
District of Columbia was set aside as 
the seat of tbe National Government, not 

only has it been, in fact, different from 
each of the States, but also it has been 
treated differently by Congress. 

I submit to the Senator from Arizona 
that his argument is not tenable when 
he assumes that because the District 
of Columbia gets somewhat different 
treatment than the other States, the 
other States, too, should be upgraded. 
In point of fact. the District of Colum
)>ia is a large city which is surrounded 
by a metropolitan area which it can-

no.t tax. A majority of the students in 
~ts school system are of the Negro race. 
The District of Columbia does not have 
the tax resources which are available to 
States because it cannot impose any 
taxes at all unless Congress is willing 
to permit it to do so; and Congress, as 
the Senator from Oregon has said, has 
not been willing to permit the District 
of Columbia to do so. 

Actually, the condition of the educa
tional system in our major cities is a 
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critical one, indeed. The only reason 
it has not been necessary to call the 
attention of the Senate to the critical 
condition of the larger cities has been 
that only in the case of Washington is 
the city a unit of local government not 
surrounded by a State which has taxing 
powers under which the State is able 
to help the city. However, I think it 
would be proper, for the purpose of this 
argument, to have printed at this point 
in the RECORD a research memorandum 
of the National Education Association 
which deals in statistical terms with the 
condition of the cities with respect to 
the educational expenditures and also 
with respect to the difficulties in which 
they find themselves because their pub
lic schools have a very high percentage 
of students from low income families. As 
wealth fiees to the suburbs, it can be 
taxed to the Commonwealth of Penn
sylvania; it can be taxed in the State 
of Delaware; it can be taxed in the State 
of Connecticut. But such wealth can
not be taxed in the District of Colum
bia because in this area such wealth 
comes under the taxing jurisdition of 
Virginia and Maryland. 

I close with the commet that I really 
do not believe an argument can be made 
that because certain States would re
ceive certain amounts under the bill, 
with which they are, perhaps properly, 
not satisfied, a good ground exists for 
singling out the District of Columbia 
for special treatment. The District of 
Columbia has always received special 
treatment, and in my judgment it is en
titled to receive special treatment in the 
bill. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Oregon yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield to the Senator 
from Arizona. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I agree with the 
statement of the Senator from Pennsyl
vania that the District of Columbia is a 
city which is not surrounded by enlarged 
areas which it can tax. I recognize that 
anything that is done for the District of 
Columbia is done at the will of Congress, 
so to speak. 

However, the same argument the Sen
ator has used has been used for low
income States which have taxable prop
erty. We are picking States in the 
South, for example, which have low tax
ing policies, probably because of low 
values. So we cannot isolate the District 
of Columbia and say that it is different. 
We are doing this for a number of States 
in the South, and, I may suggest, for 
other parts of the country, where the 
argument is that the income is so low 
that they need help from other States. 

I believe that any State which is not 
helped by the formula certainly has a 
right to receive the same kind of treat
ment which is given the District of Co
lumbia. This is not a District of Colum
bia appropriation bill or authorization 
bill; it is a Federal aid-to-education bill. 
All the States and all our possessions 
should be treated alike under the for
mula. 

I believe we must admit that we are 
deviating from the rule with respect to 
a number of States in the South, whose 
expenditures for schools have been low, 

possibly because of low income or low 
taxation which produces school income. 
I cannot quite accept the argument that 
the District of Columbia must receive 
separate treatment. 

Mr. President, when the distinguished 
Senator from Oregon has completed his 
statement, I shall suggest the absence of 
a quorum, but not until that time. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, if the 
Senator from Delaware will permit me to 
make a brief statement, he can then ask 
his questions based on the entire state
ments of the Senator from Pennsyl
vania and me. 

We have not violated the rule of fair
ness. We are only seeking to establish a 
program which we are satisfied, based 
upon the expert advice we have received, 
is fair. We believe the District of Co
lumbia is not being dealt with fairly, 
just as we believe Alaska and Samoa are 
not. 

With respect to the territories, such as 
American Samoa, Puerto Rico, Guam, 
and the Virgin Islands, the figure is· 0.75 
instead of the 0.50 which we are recom
mending for the District of Columbia. 

Furthermore, let us face up to the fact 
that Connecticut and Delaware are two 
States which have a very high percent
age of private school students. Con
necticut has 17.6 percent; Delaware, 
19.3 percent. I have no reason to speak 
with absolute assurance on this ques
tion, but I believe the probabilities are 
very great that in due course of time the 
National Defense Education Act will, 
undoubtedly, be modified, with some ex
pansion with regard to funds already 
·provided for special purposes for educa
tion in private schools. 

When that is done, Connecticut and 
Delaware will be direct beneficiaries of 
those appropriations, far in excess of the 
overwhelming majority of the other 
States of the country which do not have 
so large a private school population. 

Furthermore, this amendment will do 
something for the District of Columbia 
which is sorely needed. When all is 
said and done, it will help to earmark 
some funds for schools. That is one of 
its effects. Let us not forget that the 
city g·overnment has no control at all 
over its own tax collections, insofar as 
income is concerned. The District of 
Columbia Commissioners have no power 
to distribute these funds, other than as 
is done by means of the District of 
Columbia appropriation bill. The Mem
bers of Congress are the bosses in that 
connection; in fact, they constitute the 
District of Columbia School Board, for 
all practical purposes. So we must con
sider whether we are being fair to the 
District of Columbia schools. The fact 
is that we. are not. Now we have an 
opportunity to be fair to the District of 
Columbia and, in effect, to have these 
funds earmarked for the benefit of the 
District of Columbia schoolchildren. 

We must remember that a great many 
of the people who live in the District of 
Columbia, particularly the military per
sonnel, send their children to the Dis
trict of Columbia schools, but make 
relatively small contributions to the Dis
trict of Columbia, insofar as its income 
is concerned. 

May 23 

At this time I wish to refer to a state
ment which was made to the committee 
by Helen E. Samuel, executive secretary 
of the District of Columbia Education 
Association. I have worked for years 
with that association, as a member of 
the District of Columbia Committee. 
This afternoon I speak in two capaci
ties-one, as a member of the Commit
tee on Labor and Public Welfare; and, 
second, I draw on my experience as a 
longtime member of the Committee on 
the District of Columbia. So I wish to 
say-as one of the aidermen of the Dis
trict of Columbia, so to speak-that the 
Clark amendment is particularly equita
ble and fair, because the District of 
Columbia schoolchildren need the kind 
of help they will receive under this 
amendment. 

Helen Samuel pointed that out fairly 
well. In her memorandum, which is 
applicable to both the bill as it was then 
before the committee and the bill as it 
is now before the Senate, she stated 'the ·7 

following: · 
The District of Columbia Education As

sociation wishes to call to the attention of 
the committee that under the bill Washing
ton, D.C., a big city with a full load of spe
cial educational problems, will be eligible to 
receive only the minimum allotment of $15 
per pupil in average daily attendance. Yet 
the surrounding metropolitan area partly in 
Virginia and partly in Maryland, to which 
the city ha~ been losing many of its high
income families, would be eligible to receive 
from $18.28 to $26.34 per pupil. Since the 
District of Columbia. is not a part o! a State 
there is no source from which to drll.w the 
10 percent for special projects except from 
the allotment of $15 per pupil in average 
daily attendance. Y.et table 6 in the at
tached report . ("Income and Population 
Trends in the 20 Largest Cities") reveals 
that in the last decade the District's popula
tion declined by 4.8 percent, while the school 
population increased by 20.8 percent. Dw·
ing this same period the District o! Columbia 
school system received a gradually declining 
percent of the total appropriation for the 
city (from 22.5 percent to 19.1 percent as re
vealed by the attached table.) 

She closed her memorandum as fol
lows: 

In considering this request, we urge the 
committee to give due recognition to the fact 
that, unlike the surrounding areas, where in 
addition to State aid, a very substantial per
cent of current educational expenditures is 
received under Public Law 874 and Public 
Law 815, Washington, D.C. receives no Fed
eral assistance under these laws which are 
amended to become permanent in titles 2 
and 3 of the currently proposed public school 
assistance bill. The District of Columbia 
public school system will be further 1peb:«h: · 
ized unless the committee sees fit to in~eas.e 
the currently planned allotment of $1J5. per 
pupil. 

That memorandum was based on the 
original formula; but it is equally appli
cable, as regards the comments she 
makes in reference to Maryland and Vir
ginia, to the present formula; and it is 
equally applicable, insofar as her com
ments are concerned, to Public Law 874 
and Public Law 815; and it is also ap
plicable when we consider the fact that 
the District of Columbia funds still have 
not been earmarked and appropriated 
for the public schools iJi the proportion 
which I am satisfied they would have 
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been if the citizens of the District of District of Columbia should be; it should 
Columbia had an opportunity to exercise be at least that much .. 
home rule and thus to exercise pres- That is my case for the amendment. 
sures upon their legislators-with the I think the amendment is fair, in all 
result, . I believe, of bringing about a good conscience. 
greater allocation of District of Colum- This argument is so frequently made 
bia funds for public-school purposes. that I almost hesitate to make it now; 
Whose fault is that? Let us admit but it is so apropos that it should be 
frankly that it is our fault. made: All of us know the direct rela-

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, will the tionship between the quality of educa-
Senator from Oregon yield? . tion in a city and the problem of juvenile 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. delinquency. That is particularly true 
Mr. BUSH. Does not the Senator from as regards the District of Columbia. 

Oregon think the position of the District As I recall the figures for the District 
of Columbia residents would be much of Columbia, approximately 73 percent 
better fortified if they had representa- of the public school population of the 
tion in the Congress by two Senators and District of Columbia is colored. Re
by proportionate representation in the cently we have read much in the news
House of Representatives, rather than papers about the crime problem and 
to have home rule? about the fact that so much of it seems 

Mr. MORSE. I hope the Senator from to originate in the Negro quarters. So 
Connecticut will not draw me into a again I make my plea: Let us consider 
home rule debate tonight. I have some what the research studies have shown 
suggestions to make about that matter, in regard to criminology and juvenile 
of course, i: believe that as a matter of delinquency. Certainly there is a direct 
right the people of the District of Co- relationship between the quality of the 
lumbia should have the right to govern schools, the quality of education, and 
themselves. The Senator from Connec..; juvenile delinquency. I make the plea 
ticut and I may disagree about the form yet. Of course, it may be said, "Perhaps 
to be used in that connection; but I it ought to be changed a little for Con
believe that to the extent that Congress necticut _and Delaware." All I can say 
now exercises control over them, Con- is that the best advice and opinion we 
gress should treat them better, especially have received in regard to our formula 
as regards the allocation of funds for is that it is the best fair and equitable 
the public schools. formula that can be proposed, save and 

Three ye'ars ago I called attention to except that we have this disjuncture. 
the fire hazard at Hines Junior High We corrected it as to Samoa and Alaska. 
School. Of course, that school is not the Mr. President, I am ready to rest my 
only one in tne District of Columbia. that case. I think the amendment should 
is a fire hazard. At that time I warned be adopted. · 
the Congress that it should see to it 
that more money was earmarked for edu- Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the 
cational purposes in the District of Co- Senator yield? 
lumbia, or else there would be a serious Mr. MORSE. I yield. 
fire. Not long after that there was a fire Mr. CLARK. Before the Senator con-· 
at Hines Junior High School; and the eludes, I should like to put into the 
fact that that fire was not a serious and REcoRD two more basic facts. The Sen
tragic one was due almost entirely to ator from O~egon has referred to the 
the courage of the teachers and the stu- fire hazard at the Hines Junior High 
dents. So the fire department put out School, and the fact that subsequently 
the fire, although for some time the there was a fire there. I point out that 
situation there was nip and tuck. That 49 of the 165 school buildings owned by 
fire occurred only a few months after I the District of Columbia are definitely 
informed the senate of the danger of substandard, and should be replaced. 
Hines Junior High School as a fire traP- It is not the fault of the school board. 
a building which had been condemned It is not the fault of the school super
for years, and over a long period of years intendent. It is not the fault of the 
no students whatever should have been citizens of the District of Columbia that 
going to that school: they do not have funds to replace the 49 

But only a short time after I made that substandard school buildings. It is the 
statement, the fire broke out in that fault of the Congress of the United 
school Furthermore, as I have already States. Now we have a chance to 

. stated, that school is not the only fire- remedy it. 
trap school-in the District of Columbia. One more fact, and I shall be through. 

So ·I plead with the Senate to increase The Senator has referred to the spread· 
the allowance for the District Of Colum- of juvenile delinquency. He has prop-. 
bia to 0.50, the national average. Cer- erly pointed out the relationship between 
tainly these funds should be earmarked. a good school system and juvenile de-

Again I wish to be perfectly fair in linquency. I point out that 29.4 per
connection with what some no doubt will cent of the teachers teaching in the 
say; some probably will say that an in- District of Columbia schools are not fully 
crease for the District of Columbia will accredited. Why are they not fully ac
probably result in a decrease in the credited? Because there is not enough 
amounts tor some other areas. money to pay teachers salaries high 

Nevertheless, Mr. President, the im- enough to get teachers who are fully 
portant point for all Senators to bear in accredited. 
mind is that if this amendment is agreed Therefore, substandard teachers must 
to, the allotment ratio for the District be accepted. Many of those teachers are 
of Columbia cannot be less than 0.50, fine individuals. Many will become :fine 
which is what the allotment ratio for the teachers. But no school system in 

which one-third of the teachers are in
adequately prepared to teach can hope 
to cope with the problem of juvenile 
delinquency. 

It is not the fault of the superintend- · 
ent of schools that there is this high 
percentage of teachers who are not fully 
accredited. It is not the fault of the 
school board or of the citizens of the 
District of Columbia. It is the fault of 
the Congress of the United States. Now 
we have an opportunity to go a small 
way to remedy it. 

Mr. MORSE. I thank the Senator for 
placing those facts in the RECORD. They 
make powerful support for the amend
ment. I congratulate him. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD at 
this point an article which appeared in 
the Washington Post, by Carole H. 
Bowie, entitled "Wilson High Has Prob
lems Only Money Can Cure." 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
WILSON HIGH HAS PROBLEMS ONLY MONEY 

CAN CURE 

(By Carole H. Bowie) 
The Middle States Association of Colleges 

& Secondary Schools has added Woodrow 
Wilson high school to the growing list of 
District schools with problems money could 
cure. 

In a report of a recent evaluation of Wil
son's program and facilities, Principal James 
W. Suber said an association committee com
mended the school's general effectiveness in 
meeting the needs of the Northwest Wash
ington community it serves. 

The report · noted particularly the large 
number of Wilson graduates-about 85 per
cent of the 1960 senior class-who entered 
college, the breadth of course offerings, and 
apparently high student and staff morale . 

The committee, however, found Wilson
which is thought to enjoy one of the city's 
most favorable school situations--suffering 
from aging facilities, inadequate counseling 
and clerical services and too few teachers. 

NEW LIGHTING URGED 

Lighting in the 26-year-old building, the 
report stated, is inadequate and should be 
completely renovated. About $60,000 to re
place the bulb-type lights originally installed 
in 1935 has been requested by Wilson for 
several years. 

Wilson, school officials say, is only one 
of the city's many old schools where class
rooms are too dark to meet current educa
tional standards. About one-third of the 
District's 122,000 school children are housed 
in buildings constructed before 1925. 

Renovation of lighting systems at two 
schools-Dunbar Senior High and District 
Teachers College--was included in the school 
board's $10 million capital fund request . 
Only the Teachers College project, however. 
was included in the District Commission
ers $9.2 million school building and improve
ments budget now before Congress. 

Wilson's library, the report stated, is too 
small and has too few books. To meet pro
fessional librarians' minimum standards the 
school should have 13,000 books--or about 
10 for each student. Wilson's collection is 
about 8,500. · 

The accrediting committee also recom
mended that two counselors be added to the 
staff to bring the counselor-student ratio 
nearer the 250-to-1 recommended by edu
cators. Wilson now has two counselors with 
work loads of about 400 students each. 

In addition, 3 teachers serve as part-time 
counselers for 510 lOth graders. Funds for 
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ad41t1onal secondary school counselors were 
cut :from the school board's 1962 budget re
quest by the District Commissioners. 

The committee called for two additional 
clerks to assume duties such. as processing 
transcripts for college admission-Wilson 
sent out more than 2,000 last year-now 
performed by counselors and a committee of 
five teachers. 

MORE CLERKS SOUGHT 

With the addition of clerks, teacher time 
now spent on paper work and counseling 
might be used to lower pupil-teacher ratios 
in academic subject classes which the ac
crediting body found to be too high, Suber 
said. 

English, science, mathematics, foreign 
language and social studies classes larger 
than the school board's standard of 25 each 
are a problem Wilson shares with senior 
highs throughout the city. 

Over half the District's 2,335 high school 
academic classes are larger than 30 students 
each. About 53 have 45 or more students. 
The average class size is 29.7 students. 

High schools in the Middle Atlantic area 
are evaluated about every 10 years by 
MSACSS teams who compare their judg
ments of needs and performance with those 

· prepared by the school staff. Recommenda
tions for improvements customarily accom
pany accreditation. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I close 
by saying that I want to make a plea 
also for one of the most able school su
perintendents in America. How fortu
nate we are to have Dr. Hansen as 
Superintendent of the Schools of the 
District of Columbia. He works under 
very great handicaps, particularly in 
regard to substandard buildings and fire 
hazards. He has pleaded time and time 
again to remove the fire hazards and 
give the children decent school build
ings in which to go to school. 

We have an opportunity to help_ Dr. 
Hansen by having some of the money 
earmarked in the aid-to-education bill. 
I do not think we should forego that 
opportunity. Here is an opportunity to 
put the money to work before our eyes 
in the District of Columbia, for the edu
cation of thousands of boys and girls 
who go to school in the District of 
Columbia. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 

President, on many occasions I have 
said on the floor of the Senate that I 
marveled at the wisdom of two Senators 
on the other side of the aisle; namely, 
the Senators from Oregon and Pennsyl
vania. Today, once again in their argu
ments they presented a good case against 
what they thought I was going to say. 
But their argument is wasted; I am not 
going to oppose the amendment, and at 
no time have I said I would. 

Frankly, I do not know what the com
mittee was thinking about when it wrote 
the formula as it applied to the District 
of Columbia. The Kennedy administra
tion has sent a formula to Congress un
der which the District of Columbia 
would receive $1,411,000. The commit
tee, at the last moment, out of a clear 
sky, or through the back door, brought 
out another formula, in which it decided 
to add about $200 million to the overall 
bill, or an increase of 28 percent. But 
the amount for the District of Columbia 
was increased about $154,000, to $1,565,-

000. · The District of· Columbia got only , 
4 percent of the increase out of the 28 
percent overall · addition to the bill. 
Only about 4 percent went to the District · 
of Columbia. Why is that? 

The State of Pennsylvania, which was 
ably represented on the committee by 
the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
CLARK] received an increase of around 
64 percent in its allotment under the 
extra addition. But the District of 
Columbia received only 4 percent. 
Why? 

I can now understand why the Senator 
is offering the amendment. I think he 
should offer it. I compliment him on his 
support of it, but I do wonder why it is 
only offered at this late date. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield. 
Mr. CLARK. I wish only to reiterate 

what I said before. I would be happy, . 
indeed, to take credit for the increase 
Pennsylvania received. Unfortunately, 
as the Senator from Oregon will be able 
to testify, I had nothing to do with it. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The 
Senator is too modest. I hope the Sen
ator from Pennsylvania does not suc
ceed in getting his hand into the Federal 
purse sometime when he is really trying, 
because if he got a 65 percent increase 
without trying, I shudder to think what 
will happen to the rest of us when he 
tries. [Laughter.] 

Rhode Island received an increase of: 
90 percent. The District of Columbia 
received an increase of 4 percent. 

The State of Delaware got only 7 per
cent out of this adjustment. We were 
already down at the bottom under the 
administration formula and went even 
lower in the committee formula. 

I can understand that the consciences 
of some of the members of the committee 
were . bothering them. I compliment 
them for bringing forth this amend
ment to correct an inequity in the bill as 
regards the District of Columbia and not 
trying to defend a formula which evi
dently nobody fostered, a formula which; 
like Topsy, "just growed." Hearings 
were held for a number of weeks on the 
administration bill, then all of a sudden 
we read in the newspapers that there 
was another formula being approved. 

This second formula really ruined 
some of us. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield. 
Mr. MORSE. My conscience has 

bothered me. I am trying, as we sing 
·in an old hymn, to "Wash me whiter 
than snow." I want to wash my con
science with regard to the District of 
Columbia. I have been trying to do it 
for years. I plead with Senators that 
now is the time to do equity to the Dis-
trict of Columbia. · 

If the Senator wants to know where 
the formula comes from, I point out 
that last year we held lengthy hearings. 
This is the basic formula of S~ 8 of last 
year, which was voted and approved by 
the Senate, and which the then Sen
ator from Massachusetts, Senator Ken
nedy, voted for. So this formula was 

not suddenly pulled -out of a hat.· We 
had the entire background of informa
tion on it. 

From the very beginning there were 
deliberations on the bill. I assure the 
Senator that the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare, and also the 
administration officials at the White 
House, gave it consideration. One night, 
at the home of the Secretary of Health, 
Education, and Welfare, we. talked at 
great length. 
.. The Senator from Pennsylvania will 

verify what I now say, that from the 
very beginning certain members of my 
subcommittee said we were not going to 
change the formula of S. 8, that we were 
going to retain the basic formula con
tained in S. 8. It was a matter of give 
and take. I think the RECORD should 
show how we hammered out this final 
formula on the anvil of discussion and 
debate with the administration. 

I did not get a chance to answer the 
point during the debate the other day, 
and I am glad the senator J:ias ·brought 
it up now, but I do not want the legisla
tive history on the bill to close without 
my saying, as the floor leader on the bill, 
that this formula was not drawn out of 
a hat the night before it was reported 
from the committee. 

For several weeks . this formula had 
been discussed by those of us on the ad
ministration side. We finally said, "We 
have now come to the conclusion that the 
basic formula in S. 8 is the formula we 
should recommend and the one we shall 
urge be included." . 

That is the explanation arid the his
tory of it. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I thank 
the Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. President, hearings were held on 
the administration bill, which was sent 
to the Congress, but at some time later 
apparently there were conferences with 
administration officials who developed 
another formula. We now have the bill 
before us. Apparently there are enough 
votes to pass it, as the Senator from 
Connecticut has pointed out, but that 
does not make it right, nor does that 
mean that it is a good bill. Again I com
pliment the Senator from Pennsylvania 
for offering the amendment which would 
give to the District of Columbia an ad
ditional amount of money, because oth
erwise I would not understand how the 
committee members could sleep well to
night, realizing that they had added an 
extra $200 million to the bill and had 
given an increase in the allotment to the 
State of Pennsylvania of 63 percent, an 
increase in the allotment to the state of 
Oregon of 28 percent, an increase in the 
allotment to the State of Texas of 45 
percent, an increase in the allotment to 
North Carolina of 45 percent, an increase 
in the allotment to Michigan of 40 per
cent, and so on down the line, with Con
necticut, Delaware, · and the District of 
Columbia at the bottom. 

I can understand how it is that the 
District of Columbia, which had no rep
resentative on the committee, drew a 
measly 4-percent increase, · and I can 
readily understand why Senators are 
now trying to increase it. At least thf'y 
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will be able to go home and sleep a little 
tonight. I am going to support them in 
that effort. I point out, however, that 
this is not the first time the District of 
Columbia has been taken for a ride. 

Under the terms of the bill, based on 
statistics furnished by the Department of 
commerce, if the bill is passed as it is 
now before the Senate it will cost the 
taxpayers of the District of Columbia 
$5.8 million in additional taxes to pay 
their proportionate part of the $850 mil
lion program. Those taxpayers would 
receive $1% million without the Clark 
amendment, or they would lose $4.3 mil
lion under the terms of the bill. 

How will this help the District's edu
cational problem? 

This is the second Federal aid pro
gram which the Senate has passed un
der the New Frontier. I know that those 
who live in the District of Columbia wish 
to know how they are faring on the New 
Frontier under this other program. 

Op March 16 we passed H.R. 4806, to 
'provide an extension of unemployment 
compensation benefits. Under the terms 
of that bill the employers of the Dis
trict of Columbia will pay $5% million 
into the Federal Treasury. The resi
dents of the District of Columbia will 
collect in benefits $2.2 million. This 
represents a loss of $3.3 million. 

In respeet to the two bills, aid to edu
cation and aid for the unemployed in the 
District, the District of Columbia will 
lose $7.6 million. The amendment would 
give ·back $2% million. 

Where will the $7.6 million which is to 
be taken from the District of Columbia 
go? It will be used to underwrite the 
expenses of educational systems in 
the so-called poor States throughout the 
United States-Texas, for example. 

Where will the money for unemploy
ment compensation benefits go? To 
whom will the extra money be paid unde~· 
the terms of the extension of unem..'.. 
ployment compensation benefits bill? 
This time it is to be used to underwrite 
payments in the poor States in the 
North-! emphasize, the poor States in 
the North, such as New York, New Jersey, 
and Pennsylvania. 

All the bills define which are the poor 
States, and which are the rich States, 
and set out that the rich States, which 
have a great deal of money, can afford to 
help pay for the poor States. But the 
States keep switching sides. 

For instance, on March 16th we had 
under considera.tion a bill under which 
the great State of Pennsylvania was 
listed as one of the poor States. Penn
sylvania presumably could not possibly 
meet the cost of the extension of unem
ployment compensation benefits without 
some assistance from some of the other 
States it was contended. As a result of 
the heroic appeal by my good friend from 
Pennsylvania the Senate passed a bill 
under which Pennsylvania would then 
get assistance from the "rich Southern 
States." Under that bill Pennsylvania 
gained some $14.3 million for unem
ployment compensation benefits. Based 
upon the Department of Commerce 
statistics Pennsylvania will receive under 
the extension of unemployment compen-

sation benefits bill $85 million in benefits, 
and will pay as its proportionate part of 
the cost of the bill, $70.7 million. That 
gives Pennsylvania $14.3 million, which 
the then defined richer States of the 
United States are asked to provide. That 
bill was passed on March 16, 1961. 

Which were the rich States on March 
16 which were to help Pennsylvania? 
From where was the money for Pennsyl
vania to come? The State of Tennessee 
at that time was defined as one of the 
rich States. The State of Tennessee 
contributed $7 million more than it re
ceived to help underwrite the expenses 
of the unemployment compensation 
benefits for Pennsylvania and other 
Northern States. 

Mr. CL.ARK. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I will 
yield to the Senator in a moment. 

Mr. CLARK. I beg the Senator's 
pardon. 

Mr. WILLiAMS of Delaware. Three 
and one-half million dollars was con
t.ributed by Mississippi to help the poor 
State of Pennsylvania. Mississippi, 
under that bill was a State which was 
listed as able to help these poor Northern 
States. 

Yes, Mississippi was listed, under the 
extension of unemployment compensa
tion benefits bill as one of the richer 
States. The Administration said it could 
afford to help the "poor States" in the 
North which could not afford to meet 
their own problems of unemployment. 

Under that other bill another rich 
State was Alabama. Alabama contrib
uted an extra $2.2 million as one of the 
rich States to assist in meeting the un
employment compensation expenses in 
the States of the North. Now, this bill 
lists Alabama as a poor State needing 
Federal assistance. 

Today we find under the definition of 
the bill before the Senate that Pennsyl-

. vania is listed as one of the rich States 
which can help Alabama meet its edu
cational problems. This is a complete 
reversal in 3 months. 

In other words, money was taken from 
the South and brought to Washington, 
D.C., under the terms of one bill to aid 
Northern States, and now under the 
terms of this bill, money from the North 
is to be returned to the South. 

The operations is like a merry-go
around-only it is more expensive. 
What is overlooked is the fact that as 
the money goes through the city of 
Washington and is siphoned off to these 
States there is taken a political broker
age, or a cost which is necessary to main
tain the bureaucracy which administers 
these programs. 
. That is the reason we have here in 
Washington an ever-expanding bu
reaucracy. New programs mean new 
offi.ce buildings, more bureaucratic jobs, 
more patronage for the politicians, and 
more controls and taxes for the Ameri
can taxpayers. 

I have yet to hear of a man who ever 
-went to a race track who did not say he 
made money. Everyone says he makes 
money at the race track. 

Mr. MORSE. I do not. I do not bet. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. To hear 
them talk they all make money; yet we 
all know that at the race track the track 
takes a percentage of all that is bet on 
every race. Mathematically we know 
that only the track makes money. 

The same is true with regard to the 
Federal aid programs. We start these 
Federal aid programs, and everybody is 
told he is going to get something for 
nothing. The money is siphoned 
through Washington, D.C. The money 
is distributed, but the people lose sight 
of the fact that there is a political bro
kerage which is taken out as the money 
goes through Washington. The people 
lose on every Feders.I aid program. 

To show how ridiculous the formula 
under the first bill was I cite that under 
the terms of the bill Pennsylvania was 
listed as one of the poor States of the 
Union which was unable to meet its 
obligations with respect to its unem
ployed. 

Under the te1ms of the bill now be
fore the Senate, Pennsylvania is listed 
as one of the rich States. Now Pennsyl
vania will provide an extra $14.9 million 
for the same States from which 3 
months ago it collected $14.3 million. 

That is not an uncommon situation. 
It is also true with respect to the neigh
boring State of New York. Under the 
terms of the bill which was passed on 
March 16th, the great State of New York 
collected in benefits $170 million, yet 
would pay into the program only $119.9 
million. The State of New York collect
ed $50.1 million more than it will pay 
under that bill. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me before he leaves 
Pennsylvania? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I as
sure my friend I am not leaving Penn
sylvania, but I am glad to yield to him 
at this time. 

Mr. CLARK. I merely wish to ex
press my deep gratification and pride 
that the Senator from Delaware intends 
to vote for the District of Columbia 
amendment. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a moment? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I thank 
the Senator from Pennsylvania for his 
remark. I assure the Senator that his 
amendment is a worthy amendment, and 
I shall certainly support it; but at the 
same time I want to point out the utter 
ridiculousness of the formula of his bill. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me on a question of 
fact? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield 
to my good friend from Oregon. 

Mr. MORSE. I am not sure I heard 
the Senator correctly, but I thought I 
heard the Senator say that under the 
terms of the bill my State of Oregon 
would get 90 percent more than it would 
have received under the terms of the 
original administration bill. Did I cor
rectly hear the Senator? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. No. I 
do not think I mentioned Oregon. It was 
Rhode Island that got a 90-percent in
crease . . 
. Mr. MORSE. Yes; the Senator did. 
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Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Oregon 
will get a 28-percent increase, as I under
stand the situation. 

Mr. MORSE. I should like to submit 
the :figures in that regard. · · 

.Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The 90;. 
percent :figure relates to the State of 
Rhode Island. 

Mr. MORSE. The Senator referred to 
Oregon. Will he permit me to give the 
figures for Oregon, so that the RECORD 
will be accurate? 

There is no intention on the part of 
the floor leader of this bill, who comes 
from Oregon, to get any undue amount 
for Oregon. 

Mr: WILLIAMS of. Delaware. It is a 
·28 percent 'increase whi-ch ·the State of 
Oregon would receive-! think the Sena
tor will find I did not refer to 90 per
cent for Oregon, and if I did it was in 
error, for that :figure relates to another 
State--

Mr. MORSE. I think it was an error. 
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Twenty

eight percent is also the average that 
was being added to the overall program. 

Mr. MORSE. I think it was an error. 
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I think 

the Senator will :find I mentioned an
other State as getting the 90 percent: 

Mr. MORSE. Will the Senator turn 
for a moment to table 3 on page 98 of 
the transcript of hearings? That table 
shows the "Estimated allotments to 
States under the proposed administra
tion School Assistance Act of 1961." 
. That was the original proposal. My 
State of Oregon would receive $7,095,843, 
based upon a $666 million authorization. 

If the .Senator will turn to the table 
on page 4 he will see that under the 
bill which the committee brought to the 
Senate, my State of Oregon would re
ceive $9,042,171 out of-not $966 million, 
but $850 million. So there is a difference 
of $250 million in round numbers be
tween the authorizations. According to 
my figures, Oregon's allotment was in
creased not 28 p·ercent, but about 8 per
cent over the 3-year life of the bill. The 
total amount was raised about 1 percent. 
That is considerably less than 28 percent. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I have 
checked· the figures, and I suggest that 
the figures which the Senator from Ore
gon has quoted are the :figures I am 
using. The amount provided in the orig
'inal bill for the State of Oregon was 
$7,095,843. Under the bill reported it 
·would now receive $9,042,171. That is 
·an increase of nearly $2 million, or about 
28 percent. If the Senator will recom
pute his percentage he will :find the in
crease, which is approximately $2 mil
lion, is not 8 percent but is nearer the 
:figure I stated. It is a $2 million In
crease based on $7 million. 

Mr. MORSE. The Senator from Del
aware is completely eliminating one 
point from his calculation. If one is 
going to :figure the cost of this bill with 
relation to what my State will receive, 
he must figure it on the basis of 3 years, 
and not on the basis of the first year. 
The Senator from Delaware is taking 
only the first year. He must take the 
cost of the bill on the basis of 3 years, 

and when he does so, I think he will find 
that my State would receive an increase 
of some 8 percent only, in· contrast to 
the suggested 28 percent. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I am 
taking the figures which are before us, 
which are the figures for 1 year. I 
quoted, and the Senator from Oregon 
quoted, figures for 1 year. 

Mr. ·MORSE. It is purely a matter 
of mathematics, and I am willing to 
abide by the result of the mathematical 
calculation. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The 
amount would be increased from $7 mil
lion to $9 million, and the District of ' 
·columbia -would· be increased 4 percent. 
or from $1,411,000 to $1,565,588: · 

Mr. LAUSCHE. · Mr. ·President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. · I yield 
to the Senator from Ohio. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Is it not a fact that 
the increases which have been identified 
by the Senator from Delaware are the 
product of the fact that the pupils of 
both public and parochial schools are 
counted in the reformed bill, and the 
public school pupils are not counted by 
themselves? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That 
statement is correct and is a part of the 
reason for the increase. The remainder 
of the amount results from the fact, as 
the Senator from Oregon pointed out, 
that about $200 million was added to the 
cost of the bill, which when divided up 
would result in greater benefits to prac
tically all States. It should be pointed 
out at the same time that the additional 
cost was added to cover the $200 mil
lion. 

Continuing my statement, I think a 
comparison of the two Federal aid pro
grams is interesting. Under the New 
Frontier there is a trend toward the 
philosophy that someone can get some
thing for nothing from the U.S. Govern
ment. We are now told that all we must 
do is to pass a Federal aid program such 
as the Federal aid to education bill or 
any other program, and someone would 
have some free money to spend. 

I should like to emphasize that the 
Government has no access to mysterious 
sources of income. The only money that 
we can distribute is the money we take 
either directly or indirectly from the 
pockets of the taxpayers. 

In the early part of the year we passed 
H.R. 4806, the Unemployment Extension 
Act. As I mentioned before, under that 
bill the State of New York was listed as 
a poor State, needing Federal assistance. 
It would collect $170 million, whereas it 
would be expected to pay $119.9 million 
under that bill, or $50.1 million over and 
above what it would put in. 

Yes, that bill was presented on the 
basis that the great State of New York 
was not able to underwrite its own un
employment problems and needed the as
sistance of the richer States of the 
South. Now, where did the $50 million 
come from which New York received un
der that earlier bill?_ 

Under that bill we find that the State 
of Missouri was listed a.S a rich State, 

able to contribute $12.6 million to relieve 
unemployment in the poor States in the 
North. 

The State of Arkansas was listed as 
one of the rich States under that bill 
-and it contributed $600,000 to help the 
North. 

The State of Oklahoma defined as an
other rich State, contributed $3.1 million 
under that bill to New York, Pennsyl
vania, and other so-called poor States in 
the North. 

The great State of Texas contributed 
$12.1 million, in a humanita1ian effort, 
as one of the rich States in the South, to 
the poorer States of Pennsylvania, New 
Jersey,. and New York. 

The State of Florida contributed $11.9 
million to the unemployed in New York. 

The State of Louisiana contributed 
$200,000 as its share to help the North. 

Georgia under the bill which we had 
before us about 9 weeks ago was listed 
as a rich State. It contributed $4.7 mil
lion, which was drawn from the State of 
Georgia and used to provide benefits for 
the unemployed in the North. 

From the State of Kansas, $5 million 
was drawn to help the unemployed in 
the poor States of New York, New Jersey, 
Michigan. 

All of the other States which I men
tioned as being listed as rich States last 
March, and which were helping New 
York, New Jersey, and Pennsylvania in 
their unemployment problems, under this 
bill before us here. today, are now listed 
as the poor States that cannot under
write their own educational systems, and 
therefore under the bill New York would 
. contribute $75.5 million toward the effort 
·to help them. 
· All that we had to do was let them 
.keep their own money in the States and 
they could have financed their own un-
employment and educational problems. 

It ·is true that New York would lose 
$25 million in the transfer when both 
bills are considered. Under the defini
tion in the bills we find that New York 
was first listed as a poor State and oth
ers as rich States. Now New York is 
defined as a rich State, although it could 
be said that New Yo.rk was listed as a 
little bit richer rich than it was poorer 
poor. 

Under the Federal aid to education 
bill the great State of New Jersey, one 
of the rich States, will help the educa
tional problem in the poor States of the 
South. 

Under the bill we find that the State 
of New jersey would pay into the Fed
eral Treasury $36.9 million as its part 
of the cost and then collect in benefits 
only $16% million. 

Thus it would contribute $20.4 million 
toward the education system of the poor 
States in the South. This is very com
plimentary. However, about 9 weeks 
ago, when we considered the unemploy
ment bill, under the definition in that 
bill New Jersey was listed as one of the 
poor States in the Uhion that could not 
underwrite their unemployment prob
lem. Under that bill, passed just last 
March, the "poor State" of New Jersey 
received $11% million in extra benefits 
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from other so-called rich States to assist 
it in its unemployment problems. 

Where did New Jersey's $11¥2 million 
come , from to pay their unemployed? 
$1.8 million was taken from the State 
of South Carolina, which under that 
bill was one of the rich States. South 
Carolina contributed $1.8 million to help 
New Jersey and the other "poor" North
ern States. 

Just last March the State of Virginia 
contributed $10.6 million over and above 
the benefits it received to help under
write the unemployment problem in the 
State of New Jersey. Every time this 
money comes through Washington we 
will deduct the so-called political bro
kerage to establish a bureaucracy to ad
minister these various programs. 

Actually, the State of Virginia gains 
$9.4 million under this Federal aid to 
education bill but under the other bill 
passed last March, the Unemployment 
Extension Act, Virginia lost $10.6 mil
lion. Thus, Virginia is over one million 
dollars worse off when these two pro
grams are added together. 

I call attention to the fact that the 
State of Iowa, under the pending bill, 
would gain $4.3 million to help improve 
its educational system. This bill is de
signed on the basis or theory that Iowa is 
a poor State and cannot afford to under
write its own educational system. 

Yet on March 16, only about 9 or 10 
weeks ago, we passed another bill which 
took from the State of Iowa $10.8 million, 
against a reimbursement of $3 % million. 
This means that when the pending bill 
is passed, the State of Iowa will have $3 
million less to underwrite its educational 
system than it would have had had 
neither of these two bills passed. Iowa's 
educational program is $3 million worse 
off after the passage of this bill. 

Under the pending bill the State of 
Kansas would gain $3 million. Under the 
bill passed last March the State of Kan
sas lost $5 million. Therefore the State 
of Kansas is $2 million worse off than it 
would have been if it had never heard of 
either of these New Frontier bills. 

The State of Maine gains $1 % million 
under the pending bill. It lost $2 % mil
lion under the bill which was enacted 9 
or 10 weeks ago. Therefore the educa
tional program of the State of Maine is 
$1 million worse off as the result of the 
New Frontier policy. 

A great deal of this money goes to pay 
the political brokerage or salaries of the 
bureaucrats who are dreaming up these 
progra.IllS. They are sitting up nights 
trying to figure out ways in which they 
can spend the money of the American 
people. 

I cite the case of the State of Michi
gan. The State of Michigan is always 
on the gravy train. I.t is defined as a 
poor State under both bills. Yet, Mr. 
President, whQ is there in the Senate 
who would say that with proper financial 
cont rol over expenditures, the State of 
Michigan could not meet its own obli
gations? It is its own fault that it is 
near bankruptcy. 

The State of Minnesota gains $4.7 mil
lion under the pending bill. Who will 

say that Minnesota cannot underwrite 
its own educational system? It is inter
esting to note that, while under the 
pending bill Minnesota will gain $4.7 
million, this is exactly the same amount 
which would be lost by the District of 
Columbia under the committee formula. 
The District of Columbia, without the 
adoption of the Clark amendment, 
would lose $4.3 million, so it could be 
said, in effect, that if the bill were en
acted as approved by committee, the 
District of Columbia would pay that $4.3 
million to underwrite the educational 
system of Minnesota. 

Can any man argue that the District 
of Columbia is so well fixed financially 
that its residents can shoulder an addi
tional $4.3 million tax burden to finance 
Minnesota's educational system? 

I cite these examples to point up the 
unfairness, the absurdity of the commit
tee bill. 

I say it is ridiculous, it is absurd, and 
this formula cannot be justified by any 
line of reasoning. Another example: 

The State of Nebraska is told that it 
cannot underwrite its own educational 
system. The bill then gives $2 million 
in extra money to Nebraska. That is 
over and above what Nebraska is ex
pected to pay. But just 9 weeks ago we 
took $4.7 million from the State of 
Nebraska to help underwrite the unem
ployment problems of what was then 
described to us as the poor States of 
New York, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, 
Ohio, and so forth. Nebraska's educa
tional system is $2.7 million worse off as 
the result of these two bills. 

So far as the State of Delaware is con
cerned, we are hooked on all programs. 
We are used to it, as the Senator from 
Connecticut has pointed out, but we do 
not have to like it. 

The trouble is that many States have 
not made an effort to support their own 
educational systems. Others did not 
make an adequate effort to take care of 
their own unemployment problems. 

The States of Delaware and Connecti
cut have bonded themselves. We have 
underwrit ten our educational systems 
by bonding and taxing our States. 

In Delaware there is an income tax 
and an inheritance tax as well as a cor
poration tax on corporate earnings. In 
addition, we have the highest per capita 
debt of any State. The State of Con
necticut, which is trying to do the job 
of supporting its own educational sys
tem, is the State with the second highest 
capital debt. 

We created that debt largely by trying 
to underwrite our own responsibilities. 
We built our own schools. Now, under 
this bill we will be forced to pay extra 
taxes to pay for the educational systems 
of other States which are unwilling to 
help themselves. 

The State of Texas, which under the 
pending bill would receive substantial 
benefits, is a case in point. Under the 
bill Texas would receive $58 million 
against a proportionate payment of $36.7 
million, or a gain of $21.3 million. That 
is on the basis, apparently, that the 
State of Texas is a poor State and can-

not underwrite its own educational 
system. 

In the State of Texas the wealthiest 
oil man pays no income tax. The State 
of Texas has no income tax or corpora
tion tax. The wealthiest man in Texas 
is paying less in State income taxes 
toward the support of the educational 
system in the State of Texas than the 
man who drives an oil truck in Delaware 
pays toward the support of the educa
tional system of our State. States 
which want Federal aid for the support 
of their educational systems can at least 
make an effort to tax their own mil
lionaires before asking for Federal aid. 
I have no sympathy for these poor mil
lionaires who ride to the poorhouse in 
Cadillacs and are always begging fm· 
Federal aid. 

I for one am growing tired of helping 
States which make no effort toward 
financing their own educational system 
or to take care of their own unemploy
ment problems, and which are always 
asking the Federal Government for sup
port. If the State of Texas has no State 
income tax and no corporation tax, that 
is its business; but when the State of 
Texas asks the State of Delaware to help 
underwrite its educational system, then 
it becomes our business. 

It is time some of the States which 
are always talking about States' rights
and I have argued for them as much 
as anyone else-to begin talking about 
States' responsibilities. It is a ridicu
lous situation when the richest man in 
Texas is paying less toward the mainte
nance of his State's school system than 
a teacher in the State of Delaware pays 
in income tax toward the support of her 
own salary. A teacher in Delaware pays 
more toward the support of the schools 
in our State than the wealthiest oil man 
in Texas pays in State income taxes to
ward the support of his schools. 

My neighboring State of Pennsylvania 
does not have an income tax. That is 
its own business. On the other hand, 
why should the State of Pennsylvania 
under the pending bill, expect our State 
to underwrite its educational system. 

How can you ask the State of Delaware 
to support a bill which would require 
the State of Delaware to help suppoTt 
the educational system in Pennsylvania? 
I am sure my friend from Pennsylvania 
admits that the State of Pennsylvania 
does not need relief. Yet under the bill 
the State of Pennsylvania would get a 
60-percent higher allocation per pupil 
than would the State of Delaware. The 
per capita debt of Pennsylvania is 
$114.18. It has no income tax. The per 
capita debt of the State of Delaware is 
$463.35. Delaware has an income tax, 
an inheritance tax, and a corporation 
tax. 

Why can Pennsylvania not finance its 
own educational system? 

Some of the States which are talking 
with bleeding hearts for the passage of 
this bill had better stop and think where 
they are going to get the money to pay 
the cost. I could make an eloquent 
appeal for some of these programs, too, 
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if we forget the cost. How ·did the com- · 
mittee arrive at the figure of $15.66 per 
pupil for the great State of Pennsylvania 
and $26.76 for Alabama, when only 9 
weeks ago, when we passed H.R. 4806, 
the great State of Alabama was listed as 
one of the rich States, and the great 
States of New Jersey, Pennsylvania, 
Ohio, Michigan, and the other States 
were appealing for relief. 

Under the pending bill States which 
were listed as poor States under the 
unemployment bill are practically the 
same States which are now listed as the 
rich States. This is nothing more than 
an excuse for some people to get their 
hands on more money as it goes through 
Washington. 

I should like to read a list of alloca
tions per pupils in the respective States 
which are represented on the commit
tee: Alabama, 26.70; Michigan, 17.65-
I have often heard that Alabama is, per
haps, one of the poorer States; but when 
did Michigan become unable to provide 
for the education of its pupils-Oregon, 
19.49; Texas, 21.84; Pennsylvania, 16.56; 
West Virginia, 24.60; New Jersey, 11.98. 

Under tnis bill, Connecticut and Dela
ware are being asked to provide a por
tion of their tax money to underwrite 
the educational systems of New Jersey, 
New York, as well as other States. 

Massachusetts, 13.38, is 30 percent 
higher than for Delaware and 40 percent 
higher than the allotment for Connecti
cut. 

All of these allotments are higher than 
the allotment for the District of Colum
bia. The District of Columbia went to 
the bottom, even lower than the State 
of Delaware. · ·. 

Mr. President, I shall support the · 
amendment giving extra funds to the 
District, I do not think the members of· 
the committee could go home and sleep 
tonight if the amendment were not 

S. 1021, School Assist-
ance Act 

Benefit Cost Gain 
pay- to or 

ments t State loss 

Alabama .. ---.-.-.-------.- __ . ___ $24.0 $8.3 +15.7 
Alaska ... _----------------------- 1.1 .9 +.2 
Arizona .. ___ -_-_----- ------_----- 7.4 4.8 +2.6 
.Arkansas.--.-------------------- 12.8 3.9 +8.9 
California ... -___ ----------------- 46.2 93.0 -46.8 
Colorado ______ -_-----------_----- 8.8 7.9 +.9 
Connecticut- -------------------- 5.2 18.4 -13.2 
Delaware. ___ -------------------- 1.2 4. 7 -3.5 
Florida._------------------------ 21.9 21.3 +.6 
Georgia_---- --------------------- 28.0 11.2 +16.8 
Hawaii. ___________ ------------- - 3. 7 2. 5 +1.2 

M~~s~~========================= 
4.4 2.2 +2.2 

31.5 60.8 -29. 3 Indiana __________________________ 22.7 19.3 +3.4 
Iowa. ____ --- -_----------- -- ------ 14.3 10.0 +4.3 
Kansas. ___ ---------------------- 11.1 8.1 +3.0 

£;~~~!i::~=========== ========== 
21.4 8.9 +12.5 
22.2 10.0 +12.2 

Maine_- ------------------------ - 5.1 3.6 +1.5 Maryland ___ _____________________ 13.6 16. 2 -2.6 M assachusetts. _______ ___________ 14. 7 29.4 -14.7 
Michigan _____ ------------------_ 37.9 38.0 - .1 
Minnesota ... __ ------------------ 18. 3 13.6 +4.7 
Mississippi. ___ ------- _____ -----_ 17.4 3.8 +13.6 Missouri.. _________ • _____________ 18.5 19.4 -.9 
Montana. ___ -- ------------------ 3.8 2.3 +1.5 

passed. Certainly any bill which takes 
from the District of Columbia ·the way 
this· bill does is wrong. · 

Under both bills-under the bill which 
was first passed last March and under 
the bill as it stands before the Senate to
day without the Clark amendment, we 
shall be taking $7.6 million of the Dis
trict of Columbia taxpayers' money and 
disbursing it to the 50 States in the Un
ion over and above what the District of 
Columbia will get on the basis that the 
District of Columbia is one of the rich 
areas of Americ·a, and is able to under
write the educational systems of 49 
States, Connecticut being excepted be
cause it is on a par with the District. 

The very least that Congress can do is 
to provide this extra money to the Dis
trict of Columbia. I shall not endanger 
the District of Columbia amendment by 
proposing any amendment to correct 
what I believe is an inequity to Delaware. 
I believe it would be unfair to the Dis
triCt not td ·adopt the Clark amendment. 

However, some day there will be a re
volt on the part of the taxpayers. I do 
not believe Congress can continuously 
siphon money into Washington under 
the guise of giving all the people some
thing for nothing. 

Mr. President again I endorse the 
amendment of the Senator from Penn;
sylvania, but I express surprise and con
cern that the committee did not think 
of this proposal earlier. I simply do not· 
understand by what line of reasoning 
the committee did not think of it when 
it decided to add $200 million to the bill, 
a 28-percent overall increase. 

I do not know what they. "Were . think
ing of when the State of Pennsylvania 
took a 63-percent increase in its allot
ment and gave the District ·of Columbia 
a 4-percent increase. I · do not know 
what the committee was thinking of 

[Figures in millions] 

H.R. 4806, Unemploy-
ment Extension Act 

Benefit Cost Gain 
pay- to or 

ments2 State a loss 

when it decided to give a 63-percent in
crease to Pennsylvania and a 45-percent 
increase to Texas, but gave Delaware 
only a 7-percent increase in its allot
ment: 

Furthermore, it is time for the com
mittees and Members of Congress to re
alize that these programs cannot be 
financed on hot air; they cannot be 
financed on promises. 

If the bill is enacted, the Federal 
Treasury does not have the $850 million 
to pay the cost of the bill. Before 60 
days are out, it will be necessary to in
crease the ceiling on our national debt 
and borrow the money and thereby 
charge the cost of the bill against our 
children and grandchildren. The only 
alternative is to raise taxes. 

I should like to see the day come when 
all such bills could be accompanied by 
revenue-producing measures and thus 
let those who are fighting to give this 
money away express some of their en
thusiasm as they fight to increase 'the 
taxes to pay for the projects. When 
they go back hon1e, they can then brag 
to their constitutents how they have in
creased the taxes to pay for the pro
grams. I wonder if there would be the 
same enthusiasm in voting for and brag
ging about the tax increases which will 
be necessary to finance programs as there 
is when we go back and brag about the 
benefits. · 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that I may have printed at this 
point in my remarks a statement show
ing the benefit payments, the cost to 
the State, and the gain or loss under 
S. 1021, the School Assistance Act, and 
similar figures under H.R. 4806, the Un
employment Extension Act. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

S. 1021, School Assist- H.R. 4806, Unemploy-
ance Act ment Extension Act 

Benefit Cost Gain Benefit Cost Gain 
pay- to or pay- to or 

ments' State loss ments2 State a loss 
------------

$10.0 $12.2 -2.2 Nebraska ________________ -------- $7.3 $5.3 +2.0 $0. 5 $5.2 -4.7 
2.2 1. 2 +LO Nevada __________________________ 1.0 1. 7 -.7 2. 0 2.0 

--·::a~o 2.1 5. 7 -3.6 New Hampshire ______________ ___ 2. 7 2.£ -.1 .4 3.4 
4. 7 5.3 -.6 New JerseY---------------------- 16.5 36.9 -20.4 51.2 39.7 +11.5 

80.0 99.4 -19.4 New Mexico _____________________ 
6.3 3.1 +3. 2 2.3 3.9 -1. 6 

2.0 8.3 -6.3 New York __ ______ __ ___ __ ________ 
40.6 116. 1 -75.5 170.0 119.9 +50.1 

18.2 18.5 -.3 North Carolina .• ---------------- 33.7 11.7 +22.0 7.9 19.9 -12.0 
2.0 3. 2 -1.2 North Dakota __________ ______ __ _ 4.5 1. 6 +2.9 .9 1.6 -.7 
9.5 21.4 -11.9 Ohio .. _____ -- __ ------------------ 39.5 49.0 -9.5 85.0 6_2.4 +22.6 

12. 0 16.7 -4.7 Oklahoma. _________ __ ----------- 12.6 7.8 +4.8 5.8 8.9 -3.1 
. 7 3.1 -2.4 Oregon.----____ -------_----- --- -- 9. 0 8.0 +1. 0 10.6 9.6 +t.o 

1.6 2. 5 - . 9 Pennsylvania. _________________ -- 44. 0 58.9 -14.9 85.0 70.7 +14.3 
40. 0 68.6 -28.6 Rhode Island-------------- ------ 3. 4 4.4 -1.0 5. 5 5.5 --------26.0 28.0 -2.0 South Carolina.----------------- 20.3 5.1 +15.2 7.3 9.1 -1.8 

3. 5 10.8 -7.3 South Dakota._----- ------------ 4.4 1.6 +2.8 .2 1. 6 -1.4 
3. 5 8. 5 -5.0 Tennessee._-------- ------------- 23.5 10.1 +13.4 8.0 15.0 -7.0 

15. 0 10.6 +4.4 Texas __________ -.-----.---------- 58.0 36.7 +21.3 30.0 42.1 -12.1 
12.9 13.1 -.2 Utah._-------------------------- 6. 3 a.o +3.3 2.0 4.1 -2.1 
2.0 4.5 -2.5 Vermont _______ .--__ ------------- 2.0 1.4 +.6 .6 1.7 -1.1 

10.0 15.8 -5.8 Virginia._----------------------- 23.8 14.4 +9.4 5.5 16.1 -10.6 
30. 0 34.2 -4.2 Washington __ ------------------- 12.9 13.8 -.9 8.9 15.4 -6.5 
93.0 46.6 +46.4 West Virginia ____________________ 12.9 5. 7 +7.2 9.5 8.4 +1.1 
14.4 16.0 -1.6 Wisconsin __ --------------------- 20.0 17.5 +2.5 16.0 21.5 -5.5 
2.2 5. 7 -3.5 Wyomin~r--- ___ ---- ____ ---------- 1.7 1.3 +.4 1.1 1.5 -.4 

11.0 23.6 -12.6 District of Columbia ____ ___ __ ____ 1. 5 5.8 -4.3 2.2 5.5 -3.3 
1.1 2.6 -1.5 

1 Based on committee report. 
a Excludes payments to Federal civilian employees and ex-servicemen in all ~tates 

except Pennsylvania. Figures furnished by State employment security agenCies. 

• Figures furnished by Department of Labor. 
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Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 

President, I ask unanimous consent that 
there be printed at this ppint in my re-

marks a state~ent showing the State 
gross debt by states in 1942, 1946, 1950, 
1958, 19~9, and the per capita in 1959,. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

State gross debt, by Stf:l-te, end of selected fiscal years 194-2-59 1 

Gross debt outstanding (thousands) Per Gross debt outstanding (thousands) Per 
State capita, St'<lte capita, 

1959 1959 
1942 1946 1950 1958 1959 1942 1946 1950 1958 195Q 

< ' -------- -------------------
TotaL _______ .;_ $3, 256, 6fK) $2,352,822 $5,285,102 $15, 393, 996 $16, 929, 769 $98.09 Montana ___ --------- $13,161 $12,674 $25,088 $44,050 $45,800 $67.85 

Nebraska ____________ 1,384 850 1,022 9,689 9,665 6. 74 Alabama _____________ 
2 69,570 250,211 2 53, 78li '133, 922 2150,930 47.70 Nevada ______________ 669 ---------- 775 3,065 2,856 10.50 Alaska _______________ ---------- ----------- 2,932 15.315 New Hampshire _____ 18,062 11,570 22,472 78,990 85,751 147.34 

Arizona ________ ---- __ 3,663 2, 768 3,538 13,248 12,777 10.87 New JerseY--------- - 106,143 63, i96 98,686 872,729 874,370 150.78 
Arkansas __ ---------- 154,442 134,619 132,791 109,595 105,044 59.99 New Mexico _________ 27,426 21,232 29,886 51,256 50,927 59.56 
California ____________ 218,241 169,864 263,272 1,455, 496 1, 711,997 119.85 New York ___________ 725,311 563, 149 866,882 2, 074,703 2,433, 985 149.21 Colorado _____________ 24,089 19,482 14,562 58,361 &7,220 40.62 North Carolina __ ____ 136,013 101,869 202,322 290,243 273,324 61.11) 
Connecticut __ ------- 30,213 22,835 158,509 797,047 873,213 369.54 North Dakota _______ 21,866 19,012 43,571 19,580 14,828 23.24 
Delaware_---------- - 5,874 4,695 78,588 184,217 205,727 463.35 Ohio __ ------------ ___ 2 7,008 z a, 708 189,788 852,191 897,768 94.17 
Florida __ ------------ 4,465 4, 419 19,696 213,719 250,785 55.54 Oklahoma ___________ 54,132 41,261 96,346 201,668 200,825 89.18 
Georgia ______ ----- ___ 26,679 8,358 2,829 297,131 308,495 81.46 Oregon _______________ 31,289 18,283 36,684 219,480 283,182 162.19 
Idaho _____ _ ---------- 3,601 355 893 6,258 6,524 10.01 Pennsylvania ________ 290,644 125,629 804,715 1, 214,349 1, 278,787 114.28 
lllinois ___ ------------ 148,931 104,819 427,772 686,792 667,388 66.74 Rhode Island ________ 29,333 24,417 53,713 106,528 101,785 117.67 
Indiana __ ___ --------- 7,960 7,210 14,946 355,401 407,288 89.22 South Carolina ______ 86,6:.{9 74,603 98,725 267,819 268,331 112. Zd 
Iowa __________ ----- __ 3,051 1, 241 35,144 31,259 56,001 20.14 South Dakota _______ 32,415 23,460 37,154 4,734 5,352 7.82 
Kansas_------------- 15,522 10,279 5,500 196,612 202,353 95.72 Tennessee ______ __ ____ 95,995 73,987 99,446 118,487 118,555 34.1Q 
Kentucky __ --------- 6,843 3,175 7,198 146,315 148,328 48.05 Texas ____________ ---_ 2 21,242 212,187 2 52,259 2 286,051 2 316,425 33.94 
Louisiana ____________ 2182,153 156,054 229,474 332,433 362,744 116.75 Utah _____ --------- ___ 2,590 1,896 993 5,991 9, 725 11.33 
Maine_-------------- 26,963 17,028 30,096 116,823 122,565 129.84 Vermont ___________ __ 6,ro4 2,236 6,291 26,578 37,894 1()1. 87 
Maryland ___ --- ---- - 2 52,4.52 34,563 101,771 545,198 558,599 188.65 Virginia ______________ 27,818 22,530 38,140 188,041 187,115 47.92 
Massachusetts _______ 2 111,187 83,967 242,394 1, 162,763 1,332, 2&4 271.89 Washington __________ 17,257 11,894 97,694 348,208 394,148 142.29 
Michigan _______ ---- _ 44,248 23,106 232,137 624,430 729,235 93.13 West Virginia ________ 79,660 68,226 10,448 283,697 294,634 149.94 
Minnesota ___________ 105,086 66,157 131,885 132,558 178,081 53.29 Wisconsin_---------- 5,403 . 3, 731 4,351 15,303 39,125 9.94 
MississippL __ ------- 80,122 63,370 77,628 123,606 153,246 71.05 Wyoming ______ ______ 2 3,568 2 2,901 22,934 4,456 3, 773 11.98 
.MissourL ______ .: ___ ! :: 2 90,093 59,146 40,309 82,926 87,103 20.66 HawaiL -------------

______ .,. ___ ---------- 124,108 172,403 272.79 

1 Comparable data by State available only for 1942 and subsequent years; 1959 total 
includes Alaska. 

! Fiscal year ending in preceding calendar year. 

Source: Department of Commerce. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amendment 
of the Senator from Pennsylvania. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I move 

that the Senate reconsider the vote by 
which the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I move 
to lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I 
offer my amendment designated "5-16-
61-E." I ask that it not be read, except 
by title, but that it be printed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, the amendment will be 
printed. 

The amendment in the nature of a 
substitute is as follows: 

Short title 
SECTION 1. This Act may be cited as the 

"Educational Opportunities Act of 1961". 

TITLE I 

E:tablishment of National Scholarship 
Board 

SEc. 101. (a) There is hereby established 
an independent body to be known as the 
National Scholarship Board (hereinafter re
ferred to as the "Board") . Such Board shall 

· consist of thirteen members to be appointed 
by the President, by and with the advice and 
consent of the Senate, as follows: 

(1) Five members who are recognized 
scholars in any of the following fields: En'
gineering, mathematics, or science. 

(2) Five members who are recognized 
scholars in the field of humanities. 

(3) Three members from such fields of en
deavor as the President deems appropriate. 
It shall be the duty of the Board to carry 
out the scholarship programs provided for 
in this title. Any vacancy on t11e Board shall 
not affect its powers, but shall be filled in the 
same manner in which the original appoint
ment was made. 

(b) Members of the Board shall receive 
compensation at the rate of $50 for each day 

engaged in carrying ·out this title, and shall 
be entitled to receive an allowance for actual 
and necessary travel and subsistence expen
ses while serving away from their places of 
residence. 

Rules and regulation_s 

SEC. 102. The Board shall make such rules 
and regulations as it deems necessary to 
carry out the provisions of this title. All 
actions of the Board shall be by majority vote 
of the members thereof. 

- Award of scholarships 
SEc. 103. (a) The Board shall establish 

principles and policies to be followed in the 
selection of individuals to be awarded 
scholarships. ·such principles and policies 
shall provide for the selection of individuals 
to be awarded scholarships by objective 
examinations designed to measure achieve
ment, such as the cooperative achievement 
test of the Educational Testing Service, 
Princeton, New Jersey. The Board shall es
tablish a minimum attainment grade for 
such examinations and notwithstanding the 
number of scholarships authorized in this 
title for any year, a scholarship shall not be 
awarded under this title to any individual 
unless he equals or exceeds such minimum 
grade. As part of such examination, the 
Board shall require each individual com
peting for a scholarship under this title to 
submit an original theme or composition 
written in English, as well as a written 
translation, of such material as the Board 
may prescribe, from English into a foreign 
language and from a foreign language into 
English. Scholarships awarded by the Board 
shall be known as "national scholarships". 

(b) To be eligible to compete for a na
tional seholarship, an individual (1) must 
be in his last academic year of secondary 
school or must hold a certificate of gradua
tion ·from a school providing secondary edu
cation, (2) must have completed. (or be in 
his last academic year toward completion) 
four academic years of study in English, 
three academic years of study in mathe
matics, three academic years of study in 
history, three academic years of study in 
foreign language, and three academic years 
of study in science or in Greek or Latin (if 

such Greek or Latin study is not used for 
the foreign language requirement above) ; 
(3) must have attained., or be reasonably 
assured of attaining, secondary school grades 
which average in the upper 15 per centum 
of the group with which he is completing 
secondary school; and (4) must make appli
cation for such scholarship in accordance 
with such rules and regulations as the Board 
may prescribe. 

(c) Examinations for determining na
tional scholarsllip winners shall be sched
uled b.y the Board as as to permit the an
nounc,ement of winners not later than 
the first week in March in each year that 
such scholarships are awarded. · 
· (d) There are authorized to be awarded 
one thousand national scholarships for edu
cation beginning in the academic year which 
begins in the calendar year 1962, and for 
each academic year thereafter. 

(e) All recipients of national scholarships 
shall receive a certificate signed by the mem
bers of the Board designating the recipient 
as a "national scholar.'' 
Institution of higher learning to be attended 

SEC. 104. An individual awarded a na
tional scholarship may attend any institu
tion of higher learning which will admit 
him if such institution ( 1) admits as regu
lar students only persons having a certifi
cate of graduation from a school providing 
secondary education, or the recognized 
equivalent of such a certificate, (2) is legal
ly authorized to provide a program of edu
cation beyond secondary education, (3) pro
vides an educational program for which it 
awards a bachelor's degree or provides not 
less than a two-year program which is accept
able for full credit toward such a degree, 
and (4) is accredited by a nationally recog
nized accrediting agency or association or, 
if not so accredited, is an institution whose 
credits are accepted, on transfer, by not less 
than three institutions which are so accred
ited, for credit on the same basis as if trans
ferred !rom an institution so accredited. 

AmOtmt and dttra~ion of scholarships 
SEc. 105. (a) The scholarship allowance 

to be paid ,each academic year to an,individ
ual awarded a national scholarship shall be 
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determined for each academic year by the 
Board on the basis of the estimated ex
penses which will be incwred for such year 
in attending the educational institution in 
which he is enrolled. In no event shall such 
allowance for any such year exceed $3,000, 
nor shall such allowance for the first such 
year be less than $500. The scholarship 
allowance shall be paid in such manner and 
at such times as the Board may prescribe. 

(b) The scholarship allowance herein pro
vided for shall be granted for a period of 
time not to exceed four academic years, or 
such longer period as is normally required 
to complete the undergraduate curriculum 
which the recipient is pursuing; but in no · 
event shall such allowance be paid beyond . 
the completion by the recipient of the work 
for his first bachelor's degree. Notwith
standing the foregoing provisions, the 
scholarship allowance shall be paid only so 
long as the recipient (1) devotes substan
tially full time during the academic school 
year to educational work at the educational 
institution which he is attending, and (2) 
maintains the standards and requirements 
prescribed by the institution he is attending 
and those prescribed by the Board. If the 
recipient fails to maintain such standards 
and requirements, his national scholarship 
shall be terminated and he shall be dropped 
from the program. 

Appropriations 
SEC. 106. There are authorized to be ap

propriated such amounts as may be neces
sary to carry out the provisions of this title. 
'l'ITLE II-AMENDMENTS TO INTERNAL REVENUE 

CODE OF 1954 

Credit against income tax for real property 
taxes paid for · support of P.Ublic elemen
tary and secondary education 
SEC. 201. (a) Part IV of subchapt~r A of 

chapter 1 of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1954 (relating to credits against tax) is 
amended by renumbering section 38 as sec
tion 39, and by inserting after section 37 the 
following new section: 
"SEC. 38. REAL PROPERTY TAXES PAID FOR SUP

PORT OF PUBLIC EDUCATION. 
"(a) GENERAL RULE.-There shall be 

allowed as a credit against the tax imposed 
by this chapter for the taxable year an 
amount equal to the taxes on real property 
paid or accrued during the taxable year 
which are imposed for the support of public 
elementary and secondary education, but 
only to the extent that such taxes do not 
exceed the lesser of-

"(1) $100, or 
"(2) the amount of the tax imposed by 

this chapter for the taxable year, reduced by 
the credits allowable under secton 32 (relat
ing to tax withheld at source on nonresident 
aliens and foreign corporations and on tax
free covenant bonds), section 33 (relating to 
foreign tax credit), section 34 (relating to 
credit for dividends received by individuals), 
section 35 (relating to partially tax-exempt 
interest), and section 37 (relating to retire
ment income) . 

"(b) INCOME TAX BENEFITS NOT To EXCEED 
AMOUNT OF REAL PROPERTY TAXES PAID FOR 
SUPPORT OF PUBLIC EDUCATION.-If the amount 
allowable (but for this subsection) as a 
credit under subsection (a) for any taxable 
year, when added to the amount by which 
the tax under this chapter ;for the taxable 
year is less by reason of the deduction 
allowed under section 164 for real property 
taxes for which credit is otherwise allowable 
under subsection (a), exceeds the total 
amount of real property taxes paid or accrued 
during the taxable year which are imposed 
for the support of public elementary and 
secondary education, the amount allowable 
as a credit under subsection (a) shall be re .. 
duced by an amount equal to suc:q excess. 

"(c) DETERMINATION OF AMOUNT OF REAL 
PROPERTY TAX PAID FOR SUPPORT OF PUBLIC 

EDucATION.-For purposes of subsection (a), 
the amount of any tax on"'real property 
which is imposed .for the support of public 
elementary and secondary education shall 
be-

" ( 1) with respect to any real property 1;_ax 
imposed solely :tor.such suppor.t, the amount 
of such tax; and · 

"(2) with respect to any real property tax 
imposed in part for such support, the por
tion of such tax-

"(A) designated in the bill for such tax 
submitted to the taxpayer by the taxing 
jurisdiction imposing such tax; or 

"(B) determined from ' information set 
forth in such bill or from information fur
nished to the taxpayer by such taxing juris
diction, 
as the amount of such tax which is imposed 
for the support of public elem~ntary and 
secondary education. 

"(d) SPECIAL RULES.-
"(1) TAXES MUST BE DEDUCTIBLE.-No credit 

shall be allowed under subsection (a) with 
respect to any real property tax unless such 
tax is allowable as a deduction for the tax
able year under section 164. 

"(2) TAXES CONSTRUCTIVELY PAID.-Under 
regulations prescribed by the Secretary or his 
delegate, the provisions of subsections (d), 
(e), and (f) of section 164 shall apply to 
real property taxes with respect to which 
credit is allowable under subsection (a)." 

(b) The table of sections for such part IV 
is amended by striking out the last item 
and inserting in lieu thereof the following: 
"Sec. 38. Real property taxes paid for sup

port of public education. 
"Sec. 39. Overpayment of tax." 
Deduction for expenses incu1·red in provid

ing higher education 
SEc. 202. (a) Part VII of subchapter B of 

chapter 1 of the Internal Revenue COde of 
1954 (relating to additional itemized deduc
tions for individuals) is amended by renum
bering section 217 as section 218, and by in
serting after section 216 the following new 
section: 
"SEC. 217. EXPENSES FOR HIGHER EDUCATION. 

"(a) ALLOWANCE OF DEDUCTION.-In the 
case of an individual, there shall be allowed 
as a deduction the expenses for higher edu
cation paid by the taxpayer during the tax
able year which are incurred by him, by 
his spouse, or by a dependent (as defined in 
section 152 (a) ) . 

"(b) DEFINITION.-For purposes Of this 
section-

" ( 1) EXPENSES FOR HIGHER EDUCATION.
The term 'expenses for higher education' 
means amounts paid for-

"(A) tuition and fees required by an in
stitution of higher education for attendance 
at such institution; 

"(B) fees required by an institution of 
higher education for a course of instruction 
at such institution; 

"(C) books, supplies, and equipment cer
tified by an institution of higher education 
as necessary for a course of instruction at 
such institution; and 

"(D) :.:neals and lodging while attending 
an institution of higher education, but only 
if the individual for whom such amounts are 
paid is, at the time such expenses for meals 
and lOdging are incurred, a full-time student 
at such institution or is enrolled in courses 
having at least one-half of the number of 
hours required to qualify as a full-time 
student. 

"(2) INSTITUTION OF HIGHER EDUCATION.
The term 'institution of higher education' 
means an educational institution (as defined 
in section 151(e) (4) )-

"(A) 'Yhich is accredited by a recognized 
national or regional accrediting agency, and 

"(B) (i) whicl~ is authorized¥> co11fer any 
baccalaureate or higher degree, or (U) whose 
curriculum consists of co.urses at least two-

thirds of which are courses of instruction 
within· the meaning of this section. 

"(3) COURSE OF INSTRUCTION.-The term 
'course ·of instruction' means a course of in
struction for the successful completion of 
which credit is allowed toward a baccalaure
ate or higher degree by an institution of 
higher education authorized to confer such 
degree, or which is required for graduation 
by the institution of higher education of
fering such course. 

" (C) LIMITATIONS.-
" ( 1) EXPENSES OF EACH INDIVIDUAL.-De

duction shall be allowed under subsection 
(a) for the expenses for higher education of 
any one individuar paid during the taxable 
year only to the extent that such expenses 
do not exceed $2,000. 

"(2) SPousE.-Deduction shall be allowed 
under subsection (a) for the expenses for 
h igher education of the spouse of the tax
payer paid during the taxable year only if-

" (A) the taxpayer is entitled to an exemp
tion for his spouse under section 151(b) for 
the taxable year, or 

"(B) the taxpayer files a joint return with 
his spouse under section 6013 for the taxable 
year. 

" ( 3) MEALS AND LODGING.-
" (A) FULL-TIME STUDENTS.-Deduction 

shall be allowed under subsection (a) for 
the expenses for higher education described 
in subsection (b) (1) (D) paid during the 
taxable year which are incurred by any in
dividual who at the time such expenses are 
incurred is a full-time student only to the 
extent that such expenses do not exceed-

" (i) in the case of such expenses incurred 
while the individual is attending an edu
cational institution away from home, $90, 
multiplied by the number of months during 
the taxable year in which the individual at
tends an educational institution away from 
home, or if greater, by the number of 
months for which payment is made during 
the taxable year for meals and lodging for 
the individual while he is attending an edu
cational institution away from home; or 

"(ii) in the case of such expenses in
curred while the individual is attending an 
educational institution not away from home, 
$45, multiplied by the number of months 
during the taxable year in which the indi
vidual attends an institution of higher edu
c'ation not away from home, or, if greater, 
by the number of months for which payment 
is made during the taxable year for meals 
and lodging for the individual while he is 
attending an educational institution not 
away from home. 

"(B) LESS THAN FULL-TIME STUDENTS.
Deduction shall be allowed under subsection 
(a) for the expenses of higher education 
described in subsection (b) (1) (D) paid dur
ing the taxable year which are incurred by 
any individual who at the time such ex
penses are incurred is not a full-time stuaent 
but who is enrolled in courses having at 
least one-half of the number of hours re
quired to qualify as a full-time student only 
to the extent that such expenses do not .,., 
exceed an amount determined under sti'b';'' 
paragraph (A) (i) or (ii), whichever is ap
plicable, except that, for purposes of this 
subparagraph, there shall be substituted for 
$90 in subparagraph (A) (i), and for $45 in 
subparagraph (A) (ii), an amount which 
bears the same ratio to $90 or $45, as the 
case may be, as the number of hours in 
which such individual is enrolled bears to 
the number of hours required to qualify as 
a full-time student. 

"(C) SPECIAL RULES.- For purposes Of sub
paragraphs (A) and (B), a month during 
which an individual attends an institution 
of higher education for less than 10 days 
shall be disregarded; and an individual who 
is attending an institution of higher educa
tion not away from home, but who is re
quired by such institution to accept meals 
and lodging furnished by such institution, 
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shall be treated as if he is attending an in
stitution of higher education away from 
home. For purposes of this section, the 
amounts paid for meals ari.d lodging of an 
individual while he is attending an institu
tion of higher education not away from 
home shall, in the case of meals and lodging 
furnished to such individual by the tax
payer, be determined under regulations pre
scribed by the Secretary or his delegate. 
For purposes of the preceding sentence, a 
month during which an individual is in 
attendance at an institution of higher edu
cation for less than 10 days shall be dis
regarded. For purposes of this paragraph, 
an individual who is attending an institu
tion of higher education not away from 
home, but who is required by such institu
tion to accept meals and lodging furnished 
by such institution, shall be treated as if 
he is attending an institution of higher edu
cation away from home. For purposes of 
this section, the amounts paid for meals 
and lodging of an individual while he is 
attending an institution of higher educa
tion not away from home shall, in the 
case of meals and lodging furnished to such 
individual by the taxpayer, be determined 
under regulations prescribed by the Secre
tary or his delegate. 

"(4) 0rHER PERSONAL AND LIVING EX
PENSES.-Except as provided in paragraph 
(3), deduction shall not be allowed tinder 
subsection (a) for any amount paid, directly 
or indirectly, for any personal or living ex
penses. In the event an amount paid as 
tuition or fees includes an amount for any 
personal or living expense (including meals 
or lodging) which is not separately stated, 
the portion of such amount paid which is 
attributable to .such personal or living ex
pense shall be determined under regulations 
prescribed by the Secretary or his delegate. 

"(5) TAXPAYERS HAVING SUBSTANTIAL TAX
ABLE INCOME.-The amount wh1ch (but for 
this paragraph) would be allowable as a de
duction under subsection (a) shall be re
duced by the amount by whicli the taxable 
income of the taxpayer (computed without 
regard to this section) exceeds-

"(A) $10,000, if the taxpayer is unmarried 
and is not a head of a household (as.defined 
in section 1(b) (a) for the taxable year, or 
is married and files a separate return for 
the taxable year, or 

"(B) $20,000, if the taxpayer is married 
and files a joint return with his spouse for 
the taxable year, or is a head of a household 
or surviving spouse for the taxable year. 

"(d) REDUCTION FOR CERTAIN SCHOLAR
SHIPS, FELLOWSHIPS, AND VETERANS' BENE
FITS.-The expenses for higher education 
paid by the taxpayer with respect to any 
individual which (but for this subsection) 
would be taken into account under sub
section (a) shall, under regulations pre
scribed by the Secretary or his delegate, be 
reduced by any amounts received by or for 
such individual during the taxable year 
as-

"(1) a scholarship or fellowship grant 
(within the .meaning of section 117(a) (1)) 
which; · under section 177, is not includible 
in gross income, or 

"(2) education and training allowance 
under chapter 33 of title 38 of the United 
States Code or educational assistance allow
ance under chapter 35 of such title. 

"(e) ExCEPTION.-Subsection (a) shall not 
apply to any amount paid which is allow
able as .a deduction under section 162 (re
lating to trade or business expenses)." 

(b) The table of sections for such part 
VII is amended by striking out the las.t item 
and inserting in lieu thereof the following: 
"Sec. 217. Expenses for higher education. 
"Sec. 218. Cross references." 

Effective date 
SEc. 203. The amendments made by sec

tions 201 and 202 shall apply to taxable 
yeans beginning after December 31, 1969. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the amend
ment now pending be considered over a 
2-hour period, 1% hours to be allocated 
to the Senator from Arizona and one
half hour to the Senator from Oregon. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, 
on my amendment, I ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
, Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Arizona yield to me? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I 
yield to the Senator from Florida with 
the understanding that the time for his 
statement not be charged to my time. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, the time 
consumed by the Senator from Florida 
may be charged to the time under my 
control. 

CASTRO, PRISONERS, AND 
TRACTORS 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, 
Fidel Castro's callous offer to exchange 
prisoners for tractors has now put him 
into the dilemma, in which he had hoped 
to put the United States. 

This offer was made solely for propa
ganda value. Castro knows and we 
know that he can obtain and is, in fact, 
obtaining tractors from Russia and the 
Soviet bloc nations. Castro hoped to 
make it appear throughout Latin 
America that the United States "im
perialists" cared more for machinery 
than they did for human lives, to use his 
own propagandist's words. 

He knows that the U.S. Government 
could not, and would not, accede to his 
unconscionable offer, for to do so would 
put the United States in the position of 
paying tribute in response to his black
mail. 

He was advised that the principle of 
"millions for defense but not one cent 
for tribute" still exists in the United 
States and, indeed, we still embrace that 
principle. 

But where he miscalculated was in not 
reckoning with the depth of sympathy 
and the extent of the friendship which 
the ordinary citizens of the United 
States feel for the Cuban people as such, 
and particularly for the Cuban freedom 
fighters. For now private citizens have, 
together with the Cuban refugees, re
sponded to Castro's challenge for an ex
change of a machine for a life, and now 
he seeks to squirm out of the deal. 

All of Latin America has been horri
fied and appalled by Castro's Eichmann
like offer to exchange a iife for a 
machine. 

The newspaper 0 Estado de Sao Paulo 
in Sao Paulo, Brazil, Sao Paulo being 
the province of the President of Brazil, 
Mr. Quadros, had this to say: 

A tractor will be sent to Fidel Castro by 
the great liberal newspaper 0 Estado de Sao 
Paulo in order to contribute to the ransom 
demanded by the Cuban Premier for counter
revolutionaries taken prisoner in the abortive 
landing operation. At the same time as it 
announced this decision the newspaper edi
torial expressed its complete disagreement 
with the "erroneous attitude of the Brazilian 

Government toward the problem of Cuba, 
which is vital for . all America." 

o Estado de Sao Paulo writes: 
When our .Foreign Minister says that it is 

too soon to know whether the puban regime 
is Communist or not, he contradicts with 
these words the statements of Fidel Castro 
and Ernesto Guevera themselves. The truth 
is that both of them have proclaimed them
selves to be disciples of Lenin. Either our 
Government believes that the Cuban regime 
is the best, and if it wants to be consistent 
it must then try to establish such a regime 
in Brazil, or it must defend our own re
gime. 

The editorial concludes by saying: 
What is to be decided is how to protect the 

dignity of the office of the President of 
Brazil. 

Since I received this particular news
paper, it is my understanding that four 
more newspapers in Brazil have now 
made an offer of a tractor, saying that 
they, too, have finally begun to wake 
up and realize that in Castro's offer of 
a life for a machine, they realize the 
callousness of the Communist govern
ment of Cuba. The whole reaction now 
has begun to work against Castro, and 
that is why he wants to be released from 
his offer. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, at this 
point will the Senator from Florida 
yield tome? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
HICKEY in the chair). Does the Senator 
from Florida yield to the Senator from 
New York? 

Mr. SMATHERS. I am glad to yield, 
although I have only limited time in 
which to speak. 

Mr. JAVITS. I am glad to state, in 
connection with the statement of the 
Senator from Florida, that today the 
New York Post and the New York Jour
nal American have published editorials 
praising the citizens committee in New 
York which is seeking to supplement the 
fundraising effort to which the Senator 
from Florida has referred. 

Mr. SMATHERS. I thank the Sena
tor from New York. 

In La Paz, Bolivia, the paper Ultima 
Hora stated the Castro proposal was 
worse than Nazi Eichmann's proposal 
to barter Jews for trucks, since Castro 
was trading his own countrymen and his 
actions have resulted in Communist 
establishment of a base of operations in 
America. The editorial is also harshly 
critical of Latin American governments 
which are sympathetic to this "inhuman 
act." 

In San Jose, Costa Rica, La Republica 
and La Hora front paged the Associated 
Press story on Castro's proposed barter. 
An editorial in Diario de Costa Rica calls 
the proposal cynical and cruel and a gen
uine example of Marxism which values 
machines more than man. It calls Cas
tro's Cuba more Communist than any 
Iron Curtain satellite, and states Castro 
stays in power only through a reign of 
terror. The editorial adds that the pro
posal is hardly surprising, however, since 
Castro. is "possessed of devils, Marxist, 
atheist, and inhuman." 

In Montevideo, Uruguay, El Bien Pub- . 
lico--Union Civica and La Manana Colo
rado Independent followed the same edi
torial approach on May 19, comparing 
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Castro's offer to Hitler's offer to ex
change Jewish prisoners for trucks. El 
Paid-UBD-stated they found it hard 
to believe, but, if true, is simply further 
proof of Communist disregard of human 
beings, and that Castro had arrived at 
the extreme of selling Cuban citizens for 
machinery. They also compared it with 
the Moorish custom of selling Christian 
prisoners for money. 

No wonder that Fidel Castro is des
perately endeavoring to change the 
terms of his offer, because it has been 
for -him a monumental propaganda 
blunder. It has opened the eyes of 
doubters and dreamers to the cruelty, 
the callousness, and the materialism of 
the Communist ideology as it is prac
ticed in Cuba today. 

I am satisfied that if the Government 
of the United States continues to follow 
the present position of ''hands off" with 
respect to this problem, with all of its 
humanitarian appeal, and leaves it to 
the private citizens here in the United 
States and in the neighboring Latin 
American countries, the solution can be 
found, the lives can be saved, and all 
Latin America can be thoroughly 
awakened to the terrible danger of com
munism. 

An extra dividend may well be that, 
through this cooperative effort, we shall 
finally realize the unity of the peoples 
of this hemisphere in a giant, joint effort 
to stop the encroachments of commu
nism in all of Latin America, and the 
pressing need to cooperatively eliminate 
communism from Cuba at the earliest 
feasible moment. 

Mr. CARROLL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Florida yield? 

Mr. SMATHERS. I yield. 
Mr. CARROLL. I did not under

stand the statement the Senator from 
New York made. 

Mr. JAVITS. I referred to editorials 
published today in two newspapers in 
New York City. The editorials com
mented favorably on the effort of pri
vate citizens to do something about this 
matter, without all the implications
blackmail, and so forth-which some 
are trying to read into this situation. 
The editorials bore out the fundamental 
thesis which just now has been ex
plained so very eloquently and well by 
the Senator from Florida. 

Mr. CARROLL. Is the Senator from 
New York willing to have the editorials 
printed in the RECORD? 

Mr. JA VITS. Yes; but that will have 
to be done tomorrow, for the editorials 
were published only today. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, in 
conclusion I wish to point out that no 
doubt Castro wanted the people of the 
United States to state, following his pro
posal, "We cannot do it"; and in that 
event Castro would have been able to 
say that although the United States 
had been talking for 20 years or more 
about how much it wanted to help the 
countries to the south of it, nevertheless, 
when the time came to save the lives of 
these people, the United States would not 
do anything about it. In my judgment, 

·if that had been the case, the back of 
the revolutionary movement would have 
been broken. 

In addition, Castro wanted to have 
word go throughout Latin America that 
although the ·United States has talked 
about progress in the housing field, yet 
the United States would not _give up con
struction equipment-wheelbarrows or 
shovels or tractors or bulldozers-in 
order to save lives; and Castro hoped 
thereby to win a tremendous propa
ganda victory. But he did not realize 
the depth of feeling of the people in 
that connection. Newspapers all over 
Latin America are showing that the peo
ple are appalled by what Castro has done. 

So now Castro is trying to say, "I will 
not deal with citizens' groups. I want 
to deal only with the Government." 

Mr. President, the Government should 
stay out of this situation. We are now 
about to win a tremendous propaganda 
victory over Castro, · because he has put 
his foot right into his mouth. At any 
rate, I hope the Government will stay 
out of this situation, and will permit our 
people to continue to act. By this 
means, the people all over Latin Amer
ica will be able to realize the dangers of 
communism. 

Mr. CARROLL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Florida yield to me? 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I do 
not have the floor. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I 
have the floor; and I ask unanimous 
consent that the colloquy may continue, 
but that the time required for it be not 
charged to the time available to either 
side, under the unanimous-consent 
agreement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CARROLL. Mr. President, this 
is a very important subject. I know the 
able Senator from Florida has studied 
it very carefully. Will he inform us as 
nearly as he is able to, based on what he 
has been able to learn from the press 
and in other ways, how many prisoners 
are being held in Cuba, today, by Castro? 

Mr. SMATHERS. Over and above 
the so-called freedom fighters? 

Mr. CARROLL. Yes; the 1,200. 
Mr. SMATHERS. Over and above 

the 1,271, my information is-although I 
cannot vouch for its authenticity-that 
in the neighborhood of 100,000 people 
are being held. 

Mr. CARROLL. A few days ago I 
read in the newspapers that the esti
mated number was 147,000. However, 
whether it be 100,000 or 50,000--

Mr. SMATHERS. The information 
is that on the night of the revolution, 
Castro picked up 147,000 or 157,000. 
Since then, approximately 50,000 have 
been released; but 100,000 are still in
carcerated in theaters and in pens of 
all kinds, under the most terrible condi
tions imaginable. 

Mr. CARROLL. In order to be con
servative, let us say that the number 
still held by Castro is only 50,000. But 
regardless of the exact number of pris
oners Castro still holds, certainly the 
negotiations are most important, for 
they involve thousands of people. So 
if the Government of the· United States 
has to negotiate on this basis, let the 
negotiations be across the board. 

Mr. SMATHERS. I do not disagree 
with the Senator. I merely say I -do not 
think the Government, itself, is in a 
position to become involved in this par
ticular matter. The whole burden of 
what I was trying to say is that citizens' 
groups do a, much more effec_tive job. I 
understand the Government has taken 
no particular position with respect to 
this question, and I hope that will con
tinue to be the case; but I agree that we 
ought to try to have every prisoner in 
Cuba released, and, for that matter, 
anywhere else. There are three boys in 
Ecuador who need to be released. 

Mr. CARROLL. Would the Senator 
not say that, if we are to negotiate for 
1,271 prisoners, we should talk about all 
the people who are .now in prisons, 
whether it be done by private groups, or 
by a Commission of the Government, or 
by the U.S. Government? 

Mr. SMATHERS. I could not dis
agree with the Senator. Certainly, we 
want to see that all people who are in
carcerated wrongly are freed. · Certain
ly, there are some in Cuba. Certainly, 
if we are to try to free 1,200, we ought to 
try to free more. Certainly, we should 
try to free Cuba. Certainly, we should 
try to get rid of communism there. 

Mr. CARROLL. Emphasis has been 
placed on some 1,200 people. Some per
sons call it a ransom, some call it black
mail, to exchange machines for men. 
What about the thousands who languish 
in the jails of Cuba? It seems to me, 
they also · represent a proper basis for 
negotiation. · 

Mr. ·SMATHERS. The Senator is 
correct. 

TRIBUTE TO SENATOR HOMER 
CAPEHART 

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, it is 
not often that well-deserved great trib
utes are paid to statesmen and other 
fine public servants while they are still 
in office; all too often the fine, effective 
service a man, or a Senator, gives to his 
country is commented upon after he 
leaves office. 

But today, Mr. President, as the senior 
Republican Senator, I am delighted to 
report that one of our most hard-work
ing, truly effective Senators-one who 
comes from the very heartland of ~er
ica-has received an excellent tribute 
from one of Washington's distinguished 
correspondents. 

The Senator is HOMER CAP~HART, the 
self -made man, who, born ori a farm, 
has worked ail his life and succeeded 
in every endeavor to which he has put 
his hand. · For the past 17 years he has 
served Indiana in the United States 
Senate-longer than any other Senator 
ever elected from that State: This in 
itself attests to the ability and char
acter of Senator CAPEHART, and likewise 
to the good judgment of the men and 
women of his State. 

I know only too well, Mr. President, of 
the capacities within this Senator, be
cause I have known many Senators over 
the years and know· from firsthand ex
perience what ·a man is and is not. In 
Senator CAP_EHAR"r, as the news 'story in 
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the Chicago Sunday Tribune relates, In
diana and the Nation have a remarkable 
public servant. He ranks high in the 
councils of his party and his seniority 
enables Indiana to have unusual repre
sentation and attention. His activities 
encompass a wide range in the Halls of 
this body: Agriculture, the interests of 
small businessmen, banking and cur
rency matters, housing and other fields 
of welfare, and, last, but not least, for
eign relations. In passing, I might men
tion that there are a number of laws 
on the Nation's statute books today 
which bear the name of CAPEHART. 

The article in the Chicago Sunday 
Tribune, written by Mr. Willard E_d
wards, a longtime observer of the polit
ical scene, points out, because of space 
limitations, only a few of Senator CAPE
HART's abilities. For example, his very 
simplicity of action during Senate com
mittee hearings frequently results-and 
this is well known--in getting to the root 
of problems. 

In foreign relations, he has been 
ahead of his time. He has called the 
turn of events time after time, recently 
in the case of Cuba and Laos. All this 
is singled out specifically in the news
paper article. 

Mr. President, because of this unusual 
and longtime coming tribute-which all 
of us are delighted to see-! ask unani
mous consent that the story be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
WITNESSES SQUIRM WHEN CAPEHART CUTS 

LOOSE ON THEM-EVEN MURROW, AN OLD 
PRO, GETS THE FIDGETS 

(By Willard Edwards) 
WASHINGTON, May 6.-The two men facing 

each other were not only opposites in ap
pearance. Their subsequent dialog was to 
show that they were poles apart in thinking. 
Neither would ever understand the other. 

The Senator on the rostrum was HOMER E. 
CAPERABT, Indiana Republican, 63 years of 
age, a portly man with a round, sunburned 
face. He spoke slowly, sometimes hesitating 
as he groped for the proper word. He looked 
like a farmer or businessman and, in fact, 
is both. 

OLD PRO SQUIRMS 
The witness in the Senate committee hear

ing room was Edward R. Murrow, 58, shortly 
to be confirmed as Director of the U.S. Infor
mation Agency. His long and narrow face 
was pale. His· voice, trained by many years 
of public speaking as a professional tele
vision commentator, had up to this moment 
rolled forth polished phrases in deep, reso
nant tones. 

Now, strangely, the man accustomed to a 
·vast/ listening audience, was nervous. Little 
beads of perspiration dripped from his chin, 
sullying an expensive tie. His left foot beat 
a tattoo on the floor. Famed for a bored 
imperturbability, Murrow seemed almost to 
be squirming. 

PERPLEXED BY SENATOR 
Some Senators might have given the wit

ness comfort at that moment. They, too, 
have undergone questioning by Capehart 
and found difficulty in answering queries of 
a deceptive simplicity. 

The Senator is no orator. After 17 years 
in the Senate, longer than any other Sena
tor from Indiana in history, he talks as 
plainly and directly as when he first entered 
the perilous field of Hoosier politics back 
in 1942 as a county chairman. 

Some might call him a plodder. He 
wrestles with a legislative proposal, ignores 
the fancy verbiage in which it may be pre
sen ted, applies the commonsense which 
helped him to a highly successful career in 
the business world before he entered the 
Senate, and comes up with a practical ver
dict . 

The process frequently baffles minds ca
pable of more agility. On this occasion, 
Murrow, an idol in the liberal and intel
lectual world, was plainly perplexed. The 
Senator 's reasoning was beyond his ken. 

CAUGHT OFF BALANCE 
CAPEHART was openly worried about the 

methods Murrow would use in his new job as 
Director of an agency set up to combat 
Communist propaganda around the world 
by spreading the American gospel of free
dom. 

Murrow h ad been taxed about scores of 
TV programs he had directed which ap
peared to concentrate more on the. faults 
of the American system than its virtues. 
In presenting the United States to the world, 
he said, he would maintain an editorial bal
an ce, not omitting the Nation's weaknesses. 

Some excerpts from the questioning: 
"Mr. CAPEHART. What do you mean by 

editorial balance? 
"Mr. MuRROW. It means, basically, telling 

the truth insofar as human fallibility per
mits it ., * "' one does not get out of bal
ance in reporting of difficult or depressed 
or contentious areas. 

"Mr. CAPEHART. Do you mean that you 
must cover every phase, be it good or bad? 

"Mr. MURROW. Yes, sir. 
"Mr. CAPEHART. You intend to tell the bad 

about the United States along with the 
good?" 

MUST REPORT BAD, TOO 
"Mr. MURROW. If the bad is significant, it 

is going to be reported anyway and we must 
report it. We must report it honestly, other
wise it will be distorted. 

"Mr. CAPEHART. My understanding of your 
position is that you are to sell the United 
States to the world, just as a sales man
ager's job is to sell a Buick or a Cadillac 
or a radio or television set. Now, I never · 
knew of a salesman who was very successful 
that ran in advertisements and sales stories 
the weaknesses of their product and of their 
company. Now, aren't you selling ideas, just 
the same, in reality as selling physical 
things? 

"Mr. MuRROW. I do not mean to suggest 
that we should put emphasis on the un
pleasant or the unsuccessful. But we cannot 
be effective in telling the American story if 
we deny that we have controversies or dif
ficulties ." 

HE SHRUGS IN DESPAIR 
"Mr. CAPEHART. I grew up as a farmer and 

manufacturer, and salesman. In selling, we 
deal with positives. We talk completely 
about our strength. 

"Now why can't we concentrate on strength 
rather than weakness? This Agency (USIA) 
has not been very successful in the past. 
Here we sit, a Nation some 180 years old, 
with the greatest system of government, but 
other people in the world have not and are . 
not copying it. I would like to see us con
centrate on the positive and good. Let them 
find out for themselves about the weak
nesses. If they do, the weaknesses may look 
so small to them in comparison to the good 
that they may discount them." 

Murrow shrugged his shoulders slightly in 
seeming despair. As a $200,000-a-year Co
lumbia Broadcasting System executive, he 
was no stranger to advertising techniques. 
But the concept that American propaganda. 
abroad should fail to note flaws in the Amer
ican system was obviously repugnant to 
him. He seemed about tQ argue, then re
mained silent. 

RESEMBLANCE TO TAFT 
The incii<tent was typical of the Capehart 

approach to an issue. It has confounded 
others than Murrow. Senators in floor de
bate, seldom at a loss for words on any sub
ject, have been known to falter under the 
persistent prodding of the Senator from 
Indiana, who insists that complicated legis
lation be discussed in simple, everyday terms. 

CAPEHART put s the questions which many 
want answered but hesitate to ask for 
seem ing to disclose lack of knowledge. In 
this respect, he bears a resemblance to the 
late Senator Robert A. Taft, Republican, of 
Ohio, one of the most knowledgeable men 
who ever served in the Senate. Taft never 
hesitated to confess ignorance of a subject 
and would not render an opinion until he 
turned it inside out and examined it from 
all angles. 

CAPEHART was born near Algiers, Ind., the 
son of a tenant farmer , and never got be
yond high school. He now owns and op
erates a 2,400-acre farm where his father 
once scratched out a living. 

CORNFIELD CONFERENCE 
He was a traveling saleman for a Wis

consin plow company at the age of 22, be
came a sales manager for an Indianapolis 
company, and at 31 organized his own cor
poration. In 1932, he founded a musical in
strument manufacturing company and made 
a fortune. 

He was 41 when he first took a direct in
terest in politics and gained nationwide at
tention by sponsoring a Republican "corn
field conference" on his farm in 1938. 

In 1944, he was elected to the Senate, was 
reelected in 1950 and again in 1956. He will 
seek a fourth term next year and is regarded 
as a shoo-in. 

CAPEHART reports weekly to Indiana, in a 
radio-TV broadcast, on what's going on in 
Washington. As a high-ranking member of 
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, he 
has made some remarkable predictions ai).d 
uttered some blunt comments which mal!:e 
this show sprightly listening and more in
formative than the product of the big net
works. 

KNEW LAOS WAS LOST 
Thus, on March 31, 5 weeks ago, his listen

ers knew that Laos was lost to the Commu
nists, a conclusion now visible even to the 
State Department. He has been urging ac
tion for months against Cuban Premier Fidel 
Castro ("a little bearded fellow with a dirty 
neck-an out-and-out Communist who's 
been beating the brains out of the United 
States"). 

After the Cuban invasion failure, CAPE
HART warned that Cuba had become "as truly 
a satellite of Soviet Russia as East Germany" 
and said a further delay "in getting Russia 
out of Cuba" before it became a great mis
sile base would involve a major war effort in 
the end. 

SCHOOL ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1961 
The Senate resumed the consideration 

of the bill <S. 1021) to authorize a pro
gram of Federal financial assistance for 
education. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Arizona [Mr. GoLDWATER] 
is recognized. How much time does the 
Senator yield himself? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I yield myself 
such time as I need. 

Mr. President, I want to voice some 
general comments and objections to the 
bill that is now before us. I do not be
lieve in Federal aid to education of any 
type; but if we must have it, if it is the 
consensus of the Congress that we must 
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have it, I believe the amendment which 
I shall discuss shortly would do a far 
better and safer job than the bill as it is 
before us. 

The bill to provide Federal grants-in
aid to the States for classroom construc
tion and teachers' salaries for public 
schools reported by the committee is one 
which I cannot support. The proposed 
measure rests on a number of assump
tions which I regard as unsound and 
completely unsupported by the evidence. 
These false assumptions are: 

First. Our public schools are inade
quately financed. 

Second. There is a substantial class
room shortage in the public schools. 

Third. There is a serious shortage of 
teachers in the public schools. 

Fourth. State and local governments 
are incapable of continuing to ilnance 
the public schools. 

Fifth. The committee bill is consistent, 
fair, and equitable in its allocation of 
benefits and costs. 

I am of the opinion that there is no 
"crisis in education," as claimed by the 
supporters of the committee bill. Judg
ing by all the relevant criteria, statisti
cal and otherwise, as provided by the 
bill's proponents themselves, I can find 
not the slightest justification for extend
ing the activities of the Central Govern
ment into the field of education which, 
both traditionally and constitutionally, 
has been the exclusive domain of the 
States and the localities. 

On many occasions on the floor I have 
heard the distinguished Senator from 
Oregon [Mr. MoRSE], the floor leader of 
this particular measure, speak in general 
terms. I quote these words from page 
8524 of the REconD of yesterday, May 22: 

I believe it is very important to get on the 
statute books some legislative principles in 
regard to Federal aid to education. 

This statement appeared on page 8057 
of the RECORD of May 16: 

What is new is that we now stand on the 
threshold of passing a law which will, for 
this day and age, begin to make significant 
contributions to the education of all public 
school children in each of the States, and 
that we recognize an obligation to do so 
under the general welfare clause of the 
Constitution. 

The repetition of these remarks, or 
similar remarks, indicates that the pro
ponent of the bill recognizes that we 
have no constitutional right to act in 
this general field. He rests his case 
upon the general welfare clause, which 
has never been held to govern education. 

We are in a new era, so to speak. We 
. are legislating around the Constitution. 
We are legislating to the effect that we 
might satisfy ourselves that we have 
the right to move into the field of States 
and localities in relation to the support 
and operation of the schools. 

. ARE OUR SCHOOLS INADEQUATELY FINA~CED? 

The answer to that question is "No." 
In the past 20 years, enrollment in edu
cational institutions of all kinds and at 

. all levels increased 57 percent, while total 

. educational expenditures increased 642 
percent. 

Although prices more than doubled 
during this period, the increase in edu-

cational expenditures of 642 percent 
would still have been 257 percent if com
puted in dollars of constant purchasing 
power, as compared with the 57-percent 
increase in pupil enrollment, a ratio of 
almost 5 to 1-U.S. Office of Educa
tion, "Statistical Summary of Education, 
1955-56; Progress of Public Education 
in the U.S.A., 1959-60; releases of Au
gust 28, 1959, and August 14, 1960." 

If we look at the share of the national 
income being spent for education, we 
find a similar upward trend. In 1890, 
1.4 percent of the national income was 
spent on education. In 1913 it was 2.2 
percent, in 1930, 3. 7 percent, in 1950, 4 
percent, in 1956, 5.1 percent, in 1960, 6 
percent. Thus the percentage of the na
tional income going to education has 
multiplied more than four times since 
1890, and increased 50 percent between 
1950 and 1960-Roger A. Freeman, "Fi
nancing of the Public Schools," volume 
I: School Needs in the Decade Ahead, 
1958, page 5. It is also not without sig
nificance, that according to UNESCO 
figures, almost all other countries of the 
world allocate a smaller percentage of 
their national income to education, and 
that the Soviet Union, whose national in
come is far smaller than ours, spends no 
greater proportion on education than do 
we, erroneous assertions to the contrary 
notwithstanding. 

Growth in our total educational ex
penditures has outdistanced the advance 
in both business profits and living stand
ards. Thus, between 1929 and 1958 ex
penditures for education grew 580 per
cent, corporate net profits 129 percent. 
As a percentage of national income, 
corporate profits dropped sharply from 
9.4 to 52 percent, while the per
centage for educational expenditures 
rose from 3. 7 to 6 percent for the same 
period-U.S. Office of Education, "Statis
tical Summary of Education 1955-56; 
Progress of Public Education in the 
U.S.A., 1958-59; U.S. Department of 
Commerce, Survey of Current Business, 
July 1959." 

When we turn to the public elemen
tary and secondary schools, attendance 
at which has been declining in propor
tion to our population growth while col
lege and private school attendance has 
been increasing, we find that the rate 
of expenditure has gone up more rapidly 
than the living standards of our peo
ple. Over the past 30 years, per capita 
expenditures for personal consumption 
have increased 57 percent while public 
school expenditures per pupil have risen 
166 percent, both ratios being measured 
identically in constant dollars-"Eco
nomic Report of the President, January 
1961"; U.S. Department of Commerce 
Bureau of the Census; National Educa~ 
tion Association, "Status and Trends, 
1959"; Estimates of School Statistics. 
And while this development was taking 
place public school expenditures were 
far outstripping public school enroll
ments in the rapidity of their increase. 
Thus, from 1900 to 1961, enrollment mul
tiplied 2.4 times whereas school expendi
tures per pupil, on the average and in 
constant dollars, have doubled about 
every 20 years, ahd the current school ex
penditures per pupil have multiplied 8.4 

times in terms of the same constant dol
lar, an increase more than 3% times as 
great as the increase in enrollment-U.S. 
omce of Education; ''Statistical Sum
mary of Education, 1955-1956"; National 
Education Association, "Estimates of 
School Statistics, 1960-1961." 

When we examine the population pro
jections made by the Bureau of the Cen
sus, the evidence indicates that the peak 
of educational needs in terms of popula
tion growth has already been reached, 
and that this ratio · will decline during 
the next decade. The school-age 
group-those between 5 and 17 years 
of age-increased 46 percent between 
1950 and 1960. It is estimated that for 
the next 10-year period-1960 to 1970-
this rate of increase will be cut in -half, 
shrinking to about 20 percent-U.S. Bu
reau of the Census, "Current Population 
Reports, Series P-25, No. 187". 
2. HOW LARGE IS THE CLASSROOM SHORTAGE? 

The size of the classroom shortage has 
been a. major issue in the continuing de
bate on Federal aid to education. Fig
ures on classroom shortages issued by 
the Office of Education show a shortage 
of 250,000 in 1950, 312,000 in 1953, 370,-
000 in 1954, 159,000 in 1956, 142,300 in 
1957, 141,900 in 1958, 132,400 in the fall 
of 1959 and 142,100 in the fall of 1960. 
If we take these figures at face value, 
they indicate a reduction in the class
room shortage from 370,000 to 142,100 
between 1954 and 1960 without the bene
fit of a Federal aid program-various 
reports, Office of Education. 

There is, however, some doubt about 
the accuracy of classroom shortage fig
ures. In March 1955 the Secretary of 
Health, Education, and Welfare testified 
before a congressional committee that a 
revision of estimates placed the expected 
shortage in 1959-60 at 176,000 instead 
of the 407,000 he had estimated a few 
months earlier. Actually, the report is
sued in the fall of 1960 placed the figure 
at only 142,100. These estimates are 
usually based on statistics prepared by 
the school authorities in each State; 
there are no national standards, and 
many believe the estimates reflect the 
subjective attitudes of the compilers 
rather than any actual classroom situa
tion. For example, two neighboring 
States with roughly similar classroom 
situations, and great similarities in other 
important respects--Wisconsin and Min
nesota-reported classroom shortages of 
3,941 and 310, respectively. The dis
parity is so great as to raise serious 
doubts about the objectivity of many of 
these estimates. 

At any rate, a comparison of the in
ventory contained in the long-range 
phase of the school facility survey of 
1954 with the autumn 1959 survey shows 
that in those 5 years enrollment in
creased 20 percent, number of classrooms 
30 percent, and the number of pupils per 
classroom was reduced by 2% from 30.6 
to 28.1. 

President Kennedy, in his education 
message, asserted that classroom needs 
for the coming 10-year period between 
1960 and 1970 will be 600,000. This av
erages out to 60,000 classrooms per 
year-paper presented to American Sta
tistical Association on December 30, 1959, 
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by Louis H. Conger, Educational Statis
tics Branch, Office of Education_ How
ever, figures released by the Office of 
Education disclose that between 1.956 and 
1961, a total of 349,300 classrooms were 
built for an annual average of 69,860, or 
almost 10,000 per year more than the 
yearly average asked for by the Presi
dent. Assuming these estimates to be 
reasonably accurate, it is as plain as a 
pikestaff that to take care of all esti
mated classroom needs for the next dec
ade it will not be necessary to maintain 

·even the annual volume of school con
struction that was completed in the av
erage of the past 5 years by the States 
and localities acting without benefit of a 
Federal grant-d.n-aid· program.....:.."Stafling 
and Constructing Public Elementary and 
Secondary Schools, 1959-69," Depart
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare, 
January 19, 1961. . 

3. HOW SERIOUS IS THE TEACHER SHORTAGE? 

Here again we are confronted with 
highly suspect statistics. Thus, on Aug
ust 30, 1959, the Office of Education re
ported a shortage of 195,000 qualified 
teachers. 

But in 1953, the Secretary of Health, 
Education, and Welfare had estimated 
that the teacher shortage would be 292,-
000 by the fall of 1960. These huge dis
parities between projected estimates and 
actual future developments are common 
in the discussions of the issue-National 
Education Association, "Estimates of 
School Statistics, 1959-60," pages 10 and 
11; U.S. Office of Education, release of 
August 30, 1959, and earlier releases. 
They indicate to us that much of the so
called data consists of poetry and propa
ganda rather than objective research. 
At any rate, even if we use these dubious 
statistics, they point only to the conclu
sion that the so-called need for Federal 
aid to education has been exaggerated 
by its proponents. As a matter of fact, 
the 1959 report on teacher shortages was 
so severely criticized that the Office of 
Education omitted a reference to the 
teacher shortage in its regular report in 
the autumn of 1960. 

Actually, the figures seem to indicate 
that education has made great strides in 
meeting its manpower needs. Over the 
past 30 years, the number of employees 
in all forms of public education, both 
lower and higher, increased 140 percent 
while employment in private industry 
rose by only 45 percent; but enrollment 
in public education rose at the same rate 
as the population of the United States as 
a whole-45 percent-U.S. Department 
of Commerce, "National Income, 1954 
Edition"; Survey of Current Business, 
July 1960. 

Our public schools have increased 
their teaching staff proportionately 
faster than enrollment and the number 
of pupils per teacher has been consist
ently reduced. Since 1900, the number 
of public school pupils rose 140 percent, 
the number of teachers 250 percent, and 
the pupil teacher ratio was reduced by 
11.2, from 35.6 pupils per teacher to 
24.4 for 1960-61. Even if we take the 
figures for the last 7 years alone, the 
number of pupils increased 29 percent, 
the number of qualified teachers in
creased 40 percent, and the · pupil-

CVII--550 

teacher ratio declined by 2A pupils per 
-teacher; from 2"8.4 to 26.-U.S. Office of 
Education., ''Statistical Summary of 

. Education, 1955-56"; National .Educa

. tion Association, "Estimates of School 

. Statistics, 1960-61.'' 
At thi.s point I cannot resist a fur

ther illustration or two of the unreli
ability of the figures emanating from 
some of the most active and articulate 

. proponents of Fede1·al aid to education. 
Thus, · in a release dated August 28, 
1958, the .Office · of Education estimated 
the number. of qualified teachers in 

. 1958-59 at 1,334,800 and the short
age .at :32,200. A. year ·later, on Au
gust 30, 1959, it reported the number of 

, qualified teachers tn · the same year-
1958-59 to have been 1·,400,700 or 

-65,900 higher than previously estimated. 
But strangely enough, instead of reduc
ing the shortage correspondingly by 
65,900, it increased it retroactively by 

-49,800-from 132,200 to 182,000. In that 
very same report--August 30, 1959-in 
which it raised its estimate of qualified 
teachers for 1958-59 to 1,400,700, it esti
mated for the next year, 1959-60, a sup
ply of 1,368,000 qualified teachers, a de
cline of 32,700. But in the December 
1959 issue of its magazine School Life 
the Office of Education reported that 
the number of qualified teachers had 
risen during the same year-between 
1958-59 to 1959-60-by 55,200. Thus 
one report suggests a decline of more 
than 32,000: another, from the same 
source, an increase of more than 55,000. 

When we come to the question of the 
future supply of teachers the outlook 

. is highly favorable. If the percentage of 

. college students seeking a teaching 
career merely remains stable over the 

. next decade the number of newly 
graduated teachers will almost double. 
But pupil enrollment will be far less, for, 
as I have poin'ted out, it will be only 
about 20 percent as compared with 46 
percent during the last decade. 

Much has been said about the inade
quate earnings of the teacher. But 
these judgments must remain subjective 
unless they are based on comparisons 
with earnings of other segments of our 
population. The figures show that dur
ing the past 30 years-1929 to 1959-
teachers' salaries have more than kept 
pace with the other working elements of 
our population. In that period, teach
ers' salaries rose by 106 percent as com
pared to 91 percent for all persons work
ing for wa.ges and salaries and only 73 
percent for Federal Government civilian 
employees. It should also be emphasized 
that a huge proportion of our public 
school teachers are women, and all the 
surveys on the subject have shown that 
women teachers average higher earnings 
than other women college graduates or 
professional workers. 
4. CAN STATE, AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS CON· 

TINUE TO FINANCE THE SCHOOLS? 

Mr. President, let us take a look at the 
fourth false assumption. which relates to 
the question, "Can State and local gov
ernments continue to finance the 
schools?'' 

I shoUld like to preface my remarks by 
readmg·from the April issue of Construc
tion Review· of the Department of Com-

merce. These are extremely interesting 
figures and show the picture for the first 

· 3 months of 1961, January through 
March. All private construction in this 
country for that period was down 5 per
cent, but public educational construc
tion was up 18 percent. To show in
creases over comparable months a year 
ago-January was plus 19 percent, Feb-

. ruary was plus 17 percent, and March 
was plus 18 percent . 

According to the same source, con
structions costs were up only 1 percent 
over a year ago. This increase is a solid 
one and a new alltime record volume of 
public educational construction for the 
first 3 months of the year. This fact, to
gether-with the fact that bond approvals 
in 1960 were at a record h:gh, proves 
that there is no slackening, no State and 

· local exhaustion, no state of crisis in the 
building of public schools, and there has 
been provision by the localities for the 
construction of schoolbuildings and also 
the operation of them. 

In December 195.9, the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare con
ducted a telegraphic canvass among 
chief State school officers, 45 of whom re
plied; 15 of the States reported having 
districts which, although needing addi
tional classrooms had reached their bor
rowing limits and had no access to other 
funds-Office of Education, "Projection 
of Earned Degrees to 1969-70"; "Staffing 
and Constructing Public Elementary and 
Secondary Schools, 1959-69.'' "Survey 
of Current Business, July 1960"; "Na
tional Education Association." "Eco
nomic Status of Teachers in 1959-60." 

There were 237 such districts, most of 
them small, out of a national total of 
over .40,000-a showing that only one
half of 1 percent of all the school dis
tricts in the Nation, legally lacked finan
cial means to build needed schools. De
spite the heavy burden of Federal tax
ation, the States and local communities, 
as I have shown, have done magnifi
cently in meeting their own school needs. 
The sales of State and local bonds have 
been at a high level for the past several 
years, and the overwhelming majority 
of them are being approved by the votes 
of the citizens in the States and locali
ties. If the heavy yoke of Federal tax
ation were eased, there can be no doubt 
that the States and local community 
would not only be able, but would be 
most willing, to increase both their taxes 
and expenditures for all public services 
including education. 

I remind Senators that about the only 
tax collector that taxpayers can really 
get at is the man who proposes school 
bonds for school construction or school 
maintenance. He is the only tax col
lector on whom the American taxpayer 
can vent his wrath. He can become 
angry at the Internal Revenue Service 
and the State collector. But the only 
one before whom the citizen can rise and 
shake his finger and say, "No; I am not 
going to be taxed in this manner,'' is the 
man who handles the school bond pro
grams. In most instances he is the 
county tax collector. I mention this 
point because most people believe that 
school bonds are not being voted, when 
the opposite is the case. 
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I have heard the argument advanced 
in the Senate Chamber that local people 
are not taking care of their responsibil
ity, when in truth the local people have 
been taking care of their responsibilities 
to an extent far greater than is needed 
to overcome any shortage, whether real 
or imagined. 

As I shall shortly show, if, through the 
adoption of my substitute, we would al
low local taxpayers to keep some $3 Y4 
billion in their pockets instead of send
ing it back to Washington, from which 
we deduct a brokerage fee and then send 
what is left back to the States, we could 
really attack local problems. 

Many people have said to me, "How 
do we know they will spend such money 
for schools?" 

I will discuss this subject later. How 
do we know they ·must spend the avail
able money for schools? For example, in 
my hometown, there is no school short
age at present, but we need many new 
roads and expanded sewage system. 
Money would be better spent for such 
projects, in the judgment of the local 
people. Then when new school buildings 
and grounds are needed, it would not be 
a difficult problem to supply them. I will 
discuss this subject in greater detail 
when I reach the discussion of my 
amendment. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I am happy to 
yield. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. The esteemed Sen
ator from Arizona has indicated that in 
his area there is an apparent need for 
highway construction and for the build
ing of sewers or sewage treatment 
plants. Would the Senator agree that 
those programs are on a Federal-local 
basis at the present time in most in
stances? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. If I said "high
ways," I meant to have said "roads," be
cause they are city roads. They are 
financed by the city. The expansion of 
the sewer system is financed by bonds. 
In my hometown we are now in the 
process of voting on $103 million of 
bonds to take care of these particular 
needs, and Federal money does not en
ter into this particular project. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Perhaps I misun
derstood. These Federal statutes call 
for cooperative effort. There needs to 
be a sharing rather than a dividing of 
educational responsibility. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. If I said "high
ways,'• I should have said "roads," be
cause highways are the broad concrete 
strips upon which we travel across the 
State. If I inadvertently used the word . 
"highways,'' I should have said "roads,'• 
because I think that "highways" would 
have a different connotation. City-built 
streets would probably be better. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. I thank the Sen
ator. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I am glad my 
friend from West Virginia put my words 
right, because I would not want them to 
be misnnderstood by others. 
5. INEQUITIES AND INCONSISTENCIES IN THE 

COMMrrrEE BILL 

It is plain that, judged by any of the 
relevant criteria, which we have set forth 

above, there is no "crisis in education, 
and no justification for extending the ac
tivities of the Central Government into 
that area as the committee bill would do. 
But even apart from the lack of need for 
legislation of this type, the proposed 
measure is self-contradictory in impor
tant respects, inequitable in its allocation 
of benefits, as we heard earlier this 
evening, and in a number of instances 
fails to achieve the President's stated 
objectives of giving the greatest aid to 
those who need it most-U.S. Bm·eau of 
the Census, "Historical Summary of 
Governmental Finances in the United 
States, 1959,; "Governmental Finances 
in 1959, 1960." 

The high-income States which will 
pay the largest shares of the cost of the 
program and receive the smallest allo
cations, which in many instances are 

· considerably smaller than the amounts 
they pay out, are precisely the States in 
which most of the increase in school en
rollment has taken place. The low in
come States which will contribute least 
to financing the program and receive 
far larger sums in their allocations have 
had the smallest growth in pupil enroll
ment. Thus four-fifths of the increase 
in school enrollment between 1955 and 
1970 has and will occur in States with 
above-average per capita income; but 
only 6 percent of the enrollment increase 
will be in the 12 lowest income States. 

We need to illustrate only a few of 
these inequities. According to the Office 
of Education's 1960 survey, New York 
State had a net schoolroom need of 
about 10,200. Texas needed a net of 
809. During the 3-year program under 
the committee bill, New York State, al-

. though paying far more than Texas in 
financing the program, will receive con
siderably less in allocation, although its 
classroom needs are 12 times as great. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I yield. 
Mr. KEATING. I wish to emphasize 

the point the Senator from Arizona has 
just made. It seems highly inequitable 
that Texas should receive not a greater 
percentage of dollars than New York but 
actually a greater amount in dollars 
than New York. A formula which re
sults in anything of that kind strikes me 
as highly inequitable and as being moti
vated by considerations other than na
tional interest. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I cannot help but 
agree with my friend from New York. I 
point out that I put into the RECORD 
yesterday; I believe, a table showing the 
assessing practices of the various States. 
I make a quick comparison between the 
State of the Senator from New York and 
the State of Texas which we have been 
discussing, because they are almost iden
tical so far as value is concerned. It 
points up why some of the States have 
not provided proper educational facili
ties. The estimated market value in 
dollars of the assessed taxable real prop
erty in 1946, which is the last year for 
which figures are available, shows that 
New York had a value of $62.1 billion. 
New York assessed at the 1·ate of 55.8 
percent of the market value. 

Texas, on the other hand, which has 
a total estimated market value of $54.4 
billion, which is comparable and close to 
that of New York, assessed at 4.7 per
cent. The national average is around 
30 percent. 

We cannot force a State to provide 
adequate educational facilities, because 
it has a right to do what it pleases, and 
I hope the States will never give that 
right to the Federal Government. If 
my State, which is about the 29th or 
30th wealthiest State in the country, 
can provide more than an adequate edu
cational system, · I cannot understand 
why the wealthier States cannot provide 
the same kind of system. It works a 
complete inequity upon States like New 
York, which is the leader in public edu
cation: California ranks second. I can
not understand why the people of New 
York and the people of niy State should 
be taxed in order to support education 
in States which have never adequately 
supported education. 

Mr. KEATING. Urider the formula 
which now exists in the bill a premium 
goes to those States which underassess 
their property and do not tax their citi
zens sufficiently to cover their own 
requirements for public education. Does 
the Senator agree? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I have to come 
to that unfavorable conclusion. I had 
hoped to be able to offer statistical proof 
to prove that point. However, some 
States finance education through a por
tion of their income tax; others through 
a sales tax; still others through ad 
valorem taxes. Some . States do it 
through a combination of such taxes. 
Therefore, it is difficult to arrive at a 
set of statistics which proves what I 

· have concluded. However, I am con
vinced that the States which will receive 
the biggest increases will be States which 
have never practiced proper taxation 
methods so far as their schools are 
concerned. 

Wyoming, according to this same sur
vey, will have a net shortage of 22 class
rooms but will receive the relatively 
enormous allocation of almost $5V2 mil
lion. And finally, Indiana which 
according to the official Office of Edu
cation Surveys, needed 1,505 classrooms 
in 1959 and 1,321 in 1960 and which 
more than kept abreast by scheduling 
the completion of 2,000 classrooms in 
1959-60 . and 2,152 more in 1960-61 
will get more than $68 million undel.· the 
committee bill, although it actually has 
more classrooms than the surveys in
dicate that it needs. It should be added 
that the average teacher salary 'in In
diana is also $370 above the national 
average. 

What are we going to do about Indi
ana? Indiana is taking care of herself. 
Yet it is proposed to give Indiana $68 
million. It will be interesting to see 
what Indiana finds to do with these 
funds. Many States in the Union, with 
proper application of taxation, could 
more than adequately finance their 
schools. 

In Arizona we found ourselves blessed 
with a $12 million surplus last year. 
Most of it came about from raising our 
sales tax one point in order to take care 
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of our schools. We are happy that we 
have this amount to work with. 

To return to what the Senator from 
New York and I were discussing a mo
ment ago, it is not fair to tax States 
which are taking care of their own to 
pay for education in States which have 
never shown any inclination to take care 
of their own. 

Thus it is plain that the operation of 
the bill's allocation formula is unfair. 
It appears to us to have been concocted 
simply with an eye to the unjust results 
which it actually would achieve, and 
with little or no concern for equity and 
fairness. 

I would like to make a further .com
ment. The loud fanfares which have 
accompanied the bill are quite mislead
ing. Many have been-led to believe that 
-the bill will add substantially to our 
educational resources. This is utterly 
inaccurate. The total amount of aid for 
public schools which it would provide 
is about 4 percent of what the States 
and localities will themselves spend on 
education during the same period even 
if they do n-ot increase their own efforts 
by a single penny. And when we com
pare this additional 4 percent with the 
16 percent by which the States and local
ities have during the past 5 years ex
ceeded the rate of construction of class
rooms asked for by the President for the 
next 10 years, it becomes apparent that 
the committee bill will add little to im
proving our school facilities. But there 
is no doubt that it will do much to fur
ther impair the ~trength of our consti
tutional State-Federal system. 

Those who speak for the administra
tion in behalf of this bill are equally 
selfcontradictory in its support. Thus, 
during the interrogation of Secretary 
Ribicotf when he .appeared before the 
Senate subcommittee to support the ad
ministration bill, he admitted that the 
States and localities had made enormous 
expenditures for education during the 
past 10 years. But he insisted that that 
was precisely what caused the problem 
requiring Federal educational grants to 
the States for its solution. and indicated 
that the States and localities <:ould not 
be expected to continue to maintain such 
efforts. He said: 

Now you have had the fantastic commit
ments by the States and the local communi
ties in their State and local debt require
ments, their expenditures and the increase 
of taxes. I think that !s the reason why we 
are here now, because of that large increase 
in the past decade (Public School Assistance 
Act of 1961, .hearings before the Subcommit

·tee on Education·of the Committee on Labor 
and P~blic Welfare, U.S. Senate, 87th Cong., 
1st sess., pp. 159-1-60) . · 

He referred to this increase as "in
digestible economically" by many of the 
localities. 

But the committee bill, like the ad
ministration bill, specifically provides 
that .as a condition of receiving its bene
fits in full, the States must maintain, 
at the very least, their present level of 
school expenditures, and as we read the 
bill, they are actually required to in
crease these expenditures. 

It necessarily follows therefore that 
Secretary Ribico.1I's implication that the 

billl would to some degree relieve the 
States of the need for continuing to 
make the enormous educational efforts 
of the past few years is quite inaccurate. 
To the contraryJ ·it will add to those 
burdens if they are to secure the full 
l;>enefits the bill provides. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I yield. 
Mr1 LAUSCHE. As I understand, Sec

retary Ribicoff used the expression that 
the States have taken the position that 
they are faced with an indigestible eco
nomic responsibility; therefore, the Fed
eral Government should supply the 
States and local governments with 
money. Except fo.r States which would 
get back more than they will pay, how 
would the bill relieve them in their ef
forts to digest this economic responsi
bility? Whatever they get, they will 
have to pay back. Thus the responsi
bility, in the end, will still remain. The 
only States to which relief will go are 
those which will have given less than 
they will receive; and when one adds 
up the figures, he learns that the per
centage of aid, instead of being 4 per
cent of the total expenditures that will be 
made, is probably a fraction of 1 percent. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. If the bill is to 
be made digestible economically, some 
Federal "alkaseltzer" will have to be 
provided; otherwise, it simply cannot be 
done. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. By declaring that 
Congress will provide relief and implying 
that the States will not-have to pay for 
it. but that it comes as a gift from 
heaven, the impre~sion is left that the 
taxpayers will not have to pay for it. 
That, of course, is a complete fallacy. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. The Senator 
from Ohio is expressing . the exact truth 
about the bill. There is no source of 
money for the Federal Government 
other than the people. The idea that 
Congress can give the States something 
they do not have to give the Federal 
Government first is utterly and totally 
ridiculous. If we are to spend the rest 
of our economic lives supporting States 
which have never shown any inclina
tion to take care of their own problems, 
we shall probably extend our activities 
further than this. 

The State of Ohio will pay into the 
program $50,050,000 a year. Ohio will 
receive in return $39,031,368 a year. In 
other words, the people of Ohio will send 
$11,018,632 outside their State when they 
could be using that money to very good 
advantage to meet their own educa
tional requirements within the State. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. The Senator from 
Arizona will find that although the Sec
retary of Health, Education, and Wel
f.are said that by the bill Ohio would be 
relieved of some of its economic prob
lems, that simply is not so. Some States 
would .be aided, and such aid would not 
come on an equitable basis or meet any 
logical formula which would provide the 
aid proportionately to the States which 
ar.e in distress. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. It would be al
most impossible to devise a formula to 
-accomplish what the Senator from Ohio 

bas suggested. lt simply will not work 
out in an equitable fashion. 
. While the figures I have just read to 
the Senator from Ohio seem large, he 
should feel a little sympathetic toward 
the Senators from New York, whose 
State wlll receive $39., 735.000 from this 
beneficent plan. However, to get that 
amount, New York will have to con
tribute $118,470,000. In other words, 
New York will send out $78,735,000 which 
New York could very well use, I believe. 
in order to maintain an excellent school 
system. This is the case all down the 
line. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. From what page is 
the Senator from Arizona reading? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I am reading 
from page 346 of part 1 of the hearings. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. One of the paradoxes 
I have observed is that under the Pres
ident's recommendation, Pennsylvania 
was to receive, I believe, $92 million. 
Under the committee's formula, Penn
sylvania will receive $132 million. My 
query is: Since when has .Pennsylvania 
become an impoverished state, one 
which requires Federal financial aid to 
help solve its fiscal requirements? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I do not know 
when it became that way. I have always 
considered Pennsylvania, with its great 
cities of Philadelphia and Pittsburgh
Pittsburgh being one of the great in
dustrial cities of the United States-as 
being among our better-off States. I 
was rather surprised to see that Penn
sylvania felt it needed Federal aid for 
education. Actually, Pennsylvania will 
be out far more than it will receiv~. un
der the adjusted formula. I am reading 
from the original formula. I do not 
know when Pennsylvania became impov
erished. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Pennsylvania simply 
is not impoverished. Pennsylvania is 
one of the richest States in the Nation. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I shall go to the 
other extreme and point out the ridicu
lousness of the formula. Under the 
.original formula, my own State of Ari
zona would receive $9,043,884; but 
Arizona would have estimated tax pay
ments of $4;070,000. We do not need 
it. We have never taken any Federal 
aid other than under the National De
fense Education Act. The taxing efforts 
we have put forth have resulted in a 
$12 million surplus. So Arizona is con
fronted with the fact that it can more 
than adequately take care of its educa
tion system. However, evidently we shall 
have to swallow that $9 million. I do 
not know what we will do with it. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Will Arizona get 
back more than it pays in? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. It will; and we 
have no right to it, because Arizona can 
more than take care of itself. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. How much more will 
Arizona receive than it will pay out? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Almost double. 
Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, will 

the Senator from Arizona yield? 
Mr. GOLDWATER. I yield. 
Mr. KEATING. I might enlighten the 

Senator from Ohio by reminding him 
of the figures which the distinguished 
Senator from Delaware [Mr. WlLI.IAKsJ 
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brought out, namely, that in the formula 
which was sent to Congress by the 
President, but was rejected by the com
mittee, the committee added to the 
formula. By some curious coincidence, 
the States represented by members of 
the Committee on Labor and Public 
Welfare got an additional gratuity from 
the Federal Government. That might 
have a bearing. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. I understand that to 
be so. I was much impressed by the 
argument of the Senator from Delaware, 
who pointed out that in the bill which 
we passed last March--

Mr. GOLDWATER. The unemploy
ment compensation bill. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Yes. He stated that 
certain States received more money 
under that bill than they would be re
quired to pay, but that under this bill 
the same States will have to pay more 
than they receive. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. That is correct. 
Mr. LAUSCHE. That is a sort of 

whirlygig, Under the previous bill, 
some States paid out more than they will 
receive. Now they will be given more 
than they will pay out. That will leave 
them where they started. 

The fact that the States represented 
on the committee got more money under 
the committee version of the bill I 
ascribe to coincidence. 

Mr. KEATING. Oh, yes; under the 
ruleS of both Houses of Congress, we 
must ascribe that fact to a coincidence; 
so although I join the Senator from 
Ohio in ascribing· it to a mere coinci
dence, I think the fact is worthy of note. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I should like to 
say it has been noted with great clarity 
by the Senator from New York and also 
by the distinguished Senatoi· from Dela
ware. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. I should like to men
tion the case-reported in the law
books-of a defendant who shot the 
sa!Ile man on three different occasions. 
At the first trial the defendant was ac
quitted, on the basis of his defense that 
the shooting was an accident. 

At the second trial, the defendant was 
again acquitted, also on the basis that 
the shooting was an accident. 

But at the third trial, the jury de
cided that it was rather odd that on 3 
different occasions the same man was 
shot by the same defendant, and in each 
case by accident. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. In this case the 
same animal has been shot several times 
since I have been a Member of the Sen
ate; and I hope that we can succeed in 
having it shot this time, and that this 
time it will fall down for good. 

Arizona ranks 35th in income per 
pupil, but ranks 6th in educational ex
penditures per pupil-a fact of which we 
are very proud. 

Again, Secretary Ribicoff was asked 
the following question: 

Now, Mr. Secretary, if all the States and 
local communities were able to finance their 
own educational development, in other 
words if the problem were not a financial 
one, but rather an unwillingness on their 
part to expand or improve their education 
facilities to the degree you regard as neces
sary, would you still favor a program of Fed
eral aid to education?" 

The Secretary replied: 
Personally, if I thought that every com

munity and every state could do their own I 
would not (ibid., p. 169). 
DI. THE REAL OBJECTIVES OF THE PROPONENTS 

OF FEDERAL GRANTS-IN-AID FOR EDUCATION 

As the figures have showh, there is no 
national necessity for Federal aid to edu-
cation. The States and localities have 
demonstrated both their willingness and 
ability to meet their educational needs 
adequately. But in spite of the tremen
dous job which the States and local com
munities have done during the past 15 
years to overcome the backlog of school 
facilities needed in some areas, a backlog 
brought on by the depression, World 
War II, and Korea, the proponents of 
direct Federal aid to education are nev
ertheless absolutely insistent that the 
only way to reduce the backlog is by a 
massive infusion of Federal grants intO 
the States. In recent years, the same 
proponents have added to their propa
ganda the claim that teachers are not 
paid enough by the local school districts, 
and, therefore, that it is the responsi
bility of the Federal Government to cor
rect that situation, as well. 

It is interesting and significant that 
the demands for . Federal aid to educa
tion have grown louder and more insist
ent as the need for expanding our school 
facilities diminishes. It is fully appar
ent that many of those promoting the 
idea of Federal aid to education are in
terested only in the element of cen
tralized control,_~nd, consequently, refuse 
to recognize that "the States and local 
communities have been rapidly solving 
the backlog problem. They have seen 
their -crisis selling point melt away, in 
the face of determined local responsi
bility, and are attempting to cover it up 
by adding new items to their list of needs 
and more power to their propaganda 
efforts. The present offensive for Fed
eral aid to, and control of, the Nation's 
education is the heaviest ever mounted; 
and it must be resisted if the real, but 
rarely disclosed, objectives of these pro
ponents are to be defeated. 
. The stronge~t and most persistent de
mands for Federal aid to education come 
from organized pressure groups-the 
professional educationists represented by 
the National Education Associatian
NEA-the labor unions, and small but 
vocal liberal organizations, of which 
Americans for Democratic Action
_ADA-and the American Veterans Com-
mittee-AVe-are typical. The profes
sional educationists, particularly, are in
fluential in many State departments of 
education. That, incidentally, is why, 
under the committee bill, the entire ad
ministration of the program, including 
the allocation of funds within the States, 
is placed in the hands of the State de
partments of education. Legislatures 
and Governors are bypassed, as are local 
school boards, all of which have hitherto 
manifested a complete lack of enthu
siasm for a Federal aid program in edu
cation. 

Thus, the National School Boards As
sociation, which represents the State 
school board associations. and the coun
try's 50,000 local school boards,-year after 
year has refused to endorse -Federal aid-

most recently at its annual convention 
in Chicago in April1960, and at its con
vention in Philadelphia on May 5, 1961. 
In short, only a few days ago, at this 
year's convention of the National School 
Boards Association-held in Philadel
phia-the association adopted a resolu
tion opposing Federal aid to education 
until the school boards of America ex
press the need for such funds. 

Mr. LAUSCHE.· Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Arizona explain some of 
the details in connection with the Phila
delphia convention? Will he state what 
the convention was and what were the 
responsibilities in the educational field 
of those who were delegates to the con
vention? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I 
shall answer by reading into the RECORD 
a telegram which provides the informa
tion the Senator from Ohio desires. As 
a matter of fact, I referred to this mat
ter several days ago, and that statement 
appears in the RECORD. 

This telegram was sent to me by a 
lady in Pennsylvania who evidently is a 
member of the association, and also evi
dently attended the convention. The 
telegram reads as follows: 

WYNNEWOOD, PA., May 19, 1961 . 
Senator BARRY GOLDWATER, 
Washington, D.O.: 

National School Boards Association Con
vention, Philadelphia, May 5, 1961, passed 
resolution "opposing further extension of 
Federal aid to education until the school 
boards of America express the need for such 
funds." Earlier that day convention soundly 
defeated resolution supporting Federal aid 
for public schools. Who is in better position 
to judge needs of public schools than public 
school directors? Why is their resolution 
being ignored by the Senate? 

Mrs. RoY McKissocK. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. I am familiar with 
the resolution. The National Association 
of School Boards met in Philadelphia; 
the delegates there represented school 
·boards all over the country; and those 
school boards have the responsibility of 
managing and providing the finances for 
the schools. In their convention they 
adopted a resolution asking that the Fed
eral Government not go into the program 
of providing funds for the construction 
and operation of schools. Is not that 
correct? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. The Senator from 
Ohio is absolutely correct; and he will 
find that a similar statement was pre
viously inserted in the RECORD. · 

I repeat that the association represents 
more than 50,000 local school boards; 
and year after year they have refused to 
endorse Federal aid to education. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Arizona yield? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I am happy to 
yield. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. I have listened to 
the colloquy between the Senator from 
Arizona and the Senator from Ohio in 
regard to certain action taken at the 
Philadelphia convention of school 
boards. 

Is it not true that at the Republican 
National Convention in 1960, the views of 
a much vaster number of persons were 
ostensibly represented by the declara
tion, adopted by delegates at that con-
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vention, representing millions of citi-· 
zens, in favor of Federal aid· to educa- . 
t1on? · 

Mr. GOLDWATER. The Senator 
from West Virginia is absolutely correct 
that such a plank was included in the 
Republican platform, just as it is like
wise -true that both parties included civil 
rights planks in their platforms. 

But in this particular case my heart 
is perfectly at ease, because I voiced 
open opposition to this part of the plat
form. In fact, if the platform commit
tee on education had been allowed to 
vote out what it wanted to vote out, 
there would not have been in the Re
publican platform a plank in favor of 
Federal aid to education. I know that 
is a weak argument, because such a 
plank was voted out. But a survey was 
made by Dr. Ernest Wilkinson, the presi
dent of Brigham Young University, who 
was a member of that committee. He 
polled the 1,300 members of the con
vention, and asked whether they would 
support Federal aid for school construc
tion and Federal aid for the payment of 
teachers' salaries. The last information 
received-and I inserted it in the REc
ORD some time ago-showed that he re
ceived responses from 63 percent of 
those who were polled-a surprisingly 
large percentage; and the breakdown of 
the replies received was as follows: 

On the question of Federal aid for the 
payment of teachers' salaries, 97 percent 
were ·opposed, 2 percent were in favor, 
and 1 percent did not express any 
opinion. 

On the question of Federal aid for 
school construction, 82 percent were op
posed, 17 percent were in favor, and l 
percent did not express any opinion. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Arizona yield further? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I yield. 
Mr. RANDOLPH. I have personal and 

official esteem for the intellectual in
tegrity of the distinguished Senator 
from Arizona. 

I am attempting, for the record of this 
debate, to indicate that not only the 
Democratic Party in its national con
vention, but the Republican Party in its 
national convention, as well-those duly 
chosen or elected delegates speaking for 
the people of the United States of 
America, studies having been made of 
the problems of education-gave their 
stamp of approval to Federal aid to edu
cation. It varied, of course, but the 
stamp pf approval was given by the two 
major parties. To what motive does the 
Senator· ascribe that action? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I agree that that 
is the case, but I do not agree that the 
platforms of both parties expressed the 
desires and wishes of the American 
people. I think if that were so, the 
Democratic platform adopted in Los An
geles would be pressed with more vigor 
than has been the case. For example, 
there was a plank in the platform about 
civil rights. I do not recall seeing any
thing on the floor about civil rights. 
When. t~.e Republicans try to put civil 
rights into tlle })ill, we are soundly de
feated O:Jl it. I toss the question right 
back: Why is not the Democratic Party 

doing something about the promise it 
made? 

When I stood up to speak my piece 
to the people across the Nation, I made 
it clear what I did not agree with in my 
own party's platform. I did that be
cause I did not want to be dishonored by 
coming to the floor and opposing some 
of the things my party said it was for. 

I have cited figures showing all the 
Republican delegates did not go along 
with it, even though it was a part of the 
platform. 

I cannot agree that either platform 
was the expression of the American 
people. I would dislike to think that 
the American people had gone so far 
that they would allow these documents 
to be written. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to allow me to make a 
comment? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I yield. 
Mr. LA USCHE. If I had to decide 

whether the delegates to the association 
of school boards, on the one hand, or the 
delegates to the conventions of the Re
publican Party and the Democratic 
Party, on the other, were the most objec
tive and impartial and best :fitted to 
judge, I would have to answer that the 
delegates from the association of school 
boards were. They have an interest in 
seeing to it that their schools are run 
economically and efficiently. They 
would seemingly have their burdens 
lightened if Federal money were given 
to them; yet they said they did not want 
it. On the other hand, the Republican 
Convention and the Democratic Conven
tion were trying to win votes, and in 
order to win votes, they were · prepared 
to make promises which would insure 
the attainment of that result. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, may 
I comment following the remarks of my 
courageous colleague from Ohio? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I yield. 
Mr. RANDOLPH. I do not think the 

Senator from Ohio really desires the 
Senate or the country to believe that men 
and women who stand for public office, 
and parties setting forth their pro
nouncements in platforms, are not 
honest or forthright in their appeal to 
the American people. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. In my view, they are 
human beings engaged in the game of 
politics; and, based upon my experience 
in the past, commitments are made at 
political conventions primarily for the 
purpose of attracting votes. There is, 
seemingly, an auction between the two 
parties, one hoping to bid more than 
the other party in order to gain the 
support of a political segment of the 
voting public. 

That is my candid view, and it is the 
view I have developed through 10 years 
in the governorship and 4 years now in 
the Senate. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield again? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I yield. 
Mr. RANDOLPH. I think the view

point expressed is an indictment of the 
democratic process in the United States 
of America. We approach these vital 
matters through the participation of 
men and women·who exercise the fran-

chise of freedom, which is the ballot. To 
indicate that there is some ulterior mo
tive in the party platform declaration 
or in the proposal of a candidate as he 
appears before the people, it seems to 
me, is an indictment, as I have said, of 
the very process or system which has 
contributed so much to the strength of 
America. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. I think it is merely 
a reflection of the weaknesses that re
side with people in political life. It is no 
condemnation. If it is a condemnation, 
it comes from the fact that in the zeal 
to win office, there are too many of us 
who are willing to promise anything and 
everything. I frankly say that it is not 
very soothing to me to feel that way, but 
that is the absolute fact. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield once more? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I yield. 
Mr. RANDOLPH. I ascribe to the 

Senator from Ohio the same feeling for 
intellectual integrity that I have toward 
the Senator who has the floor. But let 
us think for a moment what the teachers 
of America, as well as the members of 
school boards, to whom reference has 
been made, have been saying. Certain
ly, there would be a recognition-not a 
reluctance, but eager, recognition-that 
men and women who are the teachers 
within our educational system in this 
country come, not with ulterior motives, 
in asking Congress for Federal aid to 
education. They represent no improper 
motive when they say they believe the 
time is here to share the responsibility on 
a national level for a better educational 
system. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I remind the 
Senator from West Virginia that I have 
repeatedly "seen a statement ascribed to 
the organization asserting that laymen 
should not operate the school systems; 
that they should be managed by profes
sionals. This is what I assert is the 
end desire of the groups on the outside 
who advocate Federal aid to education. 

I think nobody can argue with the 
facts of the case, as they were reviewed 
before the committee. We have been 
building classrooms at a higher rate 
than the President has asked for; the 
teacher shortage has been solved; the 
increase in school population will be cut 
in haif in the next 10 years; and we 
have increased our school expenditures 
by about 15 percent each year for the 
last 7 years. 

There can be no question that the 
States and localities are attempting to 
take care of the problem. So there must 
be some other motive. I suppose, if I 
were in their place, I might feel the 
same way; but as a parent, I feel it is 
my responsibility to pay attention to 
my own school board. I do not like the 
idea creeping into the Federal Govern
ment that we have the l'ight and the 
duty to move into the local areas and 
take over any of the school boards' ac
tivities and have control over the 
schools or education; and that, I think, 
is what is desired by the groups on the 
outside who advocate this measure. 
That is my feeling. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. I should like to make 
a comment. I think these people are 
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sincere in their arguments, and they feel 
the aid ought to be given. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. I thank my col
league from Ohio for· his statement. ·I 
feel that there is no more dedicated or 
devoted group of citizens in our country 
than the men and women who teach our 
youth. 

Mrs. Randolph and I have reared .two 
children-our sons now grown to man
hood-in educational processes in the 
public school system. I have watched 
them develop through the public schools 
and to evaluate their instructors. By 
and large, I have· felt that those teach
ers were knowledgeable, helpful, and 
dedicated. When teachers, almost in 
concert, feel that this program is impor
tant and needs attention at the national 
level, with a sharing by the states jn a 
common problem, they have a valid in
fluence on my conclusions. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I 
did not wish to· impugn the sincerity of 
any people or of any groups, but I have 
no recollection of observing any long list 
of State teachers' organizations which 
have approved this program. I have no 
recollection of teachers from my State 
or from other States approaching me to 
say that we must have Federal aid to 
education. 

Nor has a witness representing a 
State or local board of education ap
peared at congressional hearings to tes
tify for Federal aid fm· at least 5 years, 
although several members of such 
boards have testified against it during 
that period. Although the overwhelm
ing majority of witnesses before con
gressional committees strongly favor 
such aid, it should be noted that they 
represent teachers associations, other 
private organizations, or were school 
superintendents, principals, and teach
ers. In other words it was the school 
employees who testified to the :financial 
inability of the State and local school 
systems, while the lawful governing 
school boards made no such claims. 

In the spring of 1959, the House Com
mittee on Education and Labor asked 
all Governors whether future educa
tional needs in their States could be 
met through State and local efforts. 
Not all of the 39 who responded an
swered with a clear "yes" or "no." To 
the extent to which the replies can be 
classified, they appear as 27 in the af
flrmative, 7 uncertain, and only 5 in the 
negative. Interestingly, among the af
firmative answers were several North
ern Democratic Governors of pro
nounced liberal views. Some of their 
statements are most interesting. 

Gov. Herschel C. Loveless, of Iowa, 
said: 

I would like to point out that the mech
anism o! Federal aid to education will not 
make available economic resources not al
ready available to the various States and 
the local political subdivisions financing 
public school systems in this country. 

Perhaps the most basic problem to which 
insufficient attention has been devoted is 
that of securing efficiency in t-he operation of 
our State-supported educational systems. 
Improved education is not synonymous with 
more money for education. Realistically 
viewed, teachers' salaries can be raised in 
much the same way that wages and salaries 

have been raised in other inQustries~ that is, 
by increased output per worker. ~liable 
ata.ilatica indicate tbat we are making less 
eflectlve use of present-da.y employees 1n the 
public school system than was being made 
a halt-century ago. Partly the problem is 
one- brought on by the proliferation of 
courses and of activities not basic to the 
true functions of a public school system. 
Partly the problem has been brought on by 
the growth of an idea that the quality o! 
education depends upon J:educing the ratio 
of pupils to teachers. With modern methods 
of communication and the vast improve
ments in visual aids and other techniques 
!or mass education, it is unthinkable that 
we should continue to require tnore and 
more teachers to educate any given number 
of students. 

Declared Gov. Michael V. DiSalle, of 
Ohio: 

It_ is my feeling that in many cases re
quests !or financial aid !rom the next high
est level of government stems from an un
w111ingness to !ace up to increased taxes. 
Although greater taxes always accompany 
subsidies. it seems to be less painful if they 
are levied by another political entity . . In 
Ohio, we are in the process of increasing 
taxes, much o! which can be attributed to 
increased school subsidy. 

Gov. George Docking, of Kansas, said: 
It is my opinion that, given anywhere 

nearly equal opportunity, the local and State 
governments are better able to solve edu
cational problems than are members of a 
Federal bureaucracy. 

The weaknesses which are apparent in the 
present educational system are due almost 
entirely to the development of a bureaucratic 
psychology at the State and local levels. 
The system, in my opinion, can be improved 
only by eliminating the unnecessary bureau
cratic ideas a.t the local and State levels. 
It cannot be improved by superimposing a 
Federal bureaucracy on one which is now 
topheavy with unnecessary, and sometimes 
detrimental, personnel. 

And the Governor of New Jersey, 
Robert B. Meyne1·, expressed himself as 
follows: 

The "weakness" o! State and local taxing 
systems is the impact o! heavy Federal taxes 
particularly when the "export-import ratio" 
is disproportionate, as it is in New Jersey. 
What is under discussion is a substantial in
crease i'n tax dollars, aggregate. State and 
local tax systems are capable of raising any 
amount desired so long as the citizen-tax
payer will approve. The State's taxing power 
is exercised by the people themselves, 
through representative government. The 
question of "systems" is irrelevant to the 
problem. "Tax systems .. are concerned with 
providing methods as equitable as possible 
for assigning a !air shar~ o! the tax burden 
to each taxpayer. The "system" is not re
la-ted to amount. That is determined by the 
eft.ective net rate o! the particular "system." 
Changes of system will not meet the prob
lem presented, for the taxpayer will quickly 
discover that the change merely meant pay
ing his tax out of a di1ferent pocket. This 
is well demonstrated by those States which 
have reduced their reliance on property taxes 
1n exchange !or sales and income taxes, only 
to find that, when revenue needs grew they 
were forced to go back to the property tax 
for more revenue. 

IV. FEDERAL CONTROL OF EDUCATION-THE 
ULTIMATE RESULT 

It is plain to see that the citizens, the 
taxpayers, and their legally elected rep
resentatives, both State and local, are 
not demanding Federal aid to educa
tion. The professional educationists and 

their allies, fully aware of this, realize 
that their complete control of our edu
cational system can come about only if 
education is federalized. It is much 
easier for pressure groups to influence a 
single legislative body like the Congress, 
and a single executive, the President, 
than 50 State legislatures, 50 Governors, 
and 50,000 local school boards. 

I have heard it said repeatedly on the 
Senate floor that no controls are pro
vided in the bill. That is not tbe fact of 
the ease. I ask Senators to read section 
106(a), which says: 

The sum otherwise allocable to any State 
under section 105 !or any fiscal year after 
the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1961, shall 
be reduced if such State•s efi'ort for such 
fiscal year is not at least equal to such State's 
base effort for such year. 

If that is not control, I do not know 
what control means. In other words, the 
State would not get the money unless its 
effort equaled the base effort. 
· SUbparagraph <b) of the same section 
106 provides: 

The sum otherwise allocable to any State 
under section 105 for any fiscal year a!ter 
the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1961, shall 
also be reduced 1! such State's effort for such 
year is .not at least equal to the State's base 
e.tiort for such year plus the average annual 
tate of increase in the national effort over the 
five fiscal year period beginning July 1, 1956, 
and ending June 30, 1961. -

There are controls an through the bill. 
In section 106, subsection (e) (1) there 

is the provision with respect to how -the 
State's effort will be determined. This 
provides a formula which must be fol
lowed. It is a control. If the formula is 
not followed, the State will not get the 
funds. 

In subsection (e) (4-) of section 106 
it .is provided: 

The Commissioner's determinations o! the 
State effort, base effort, income, public 
school expenditures, and expenditure per 
public school pupil, for any StajJ, and his 
determinations of the national·· efiort, aver
age rate o! increase, and -expenditure per 
public school pupil, shall be conclusive for 
purposes of this title, 

If that is not control by a man in 
Washington~ D.C., I cannot read the 
English language. 

Section 108 of the bill relates to sums 
allocated under section 105. as adjusted 
by section 106, and provides: 
a State education agency may use such 
amount as lt deems necessary for any su
pervision, services, and other costs o! admln
istering its activities under this title in that 
year, except that such amount shall not ·be 
more than whichever is the lesser of (1) 
ten cents multiplied by the number of pub
lic school pupils in the State during · the 
prior fiscal year, and (2) $150,000, except 
that if. for any State, such lesser amount 
is less than $25,000, such amount shall be 
i_ncreased to $25,000. 

· Controls? They are all the way 
through the bill. 

Section 109 provides: 
Each State education agency shall set 

aside, from the sums allotted to · it under 
sectron 105, as adJusted by section 106 !or 
any fiscal year, an amount equal to 10 per 
centu~ o! the sums. 

And so forth. 
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Section llO(a) (1) relates to the appli- . tions, limitations, and requir~ments as 

cation to be made to the Commissioner, the Commissioner may prescribe; there 
.and says: are eight exceptions which . the institu-
provides assurance that the State educa- tion must abide by. 
tion agency shall be the sole agency for Fourth. Each State must submit a de
administering the funds received under this tailed plan to the Commissioner in order 
t~tle; to receive payments. 

Let us assume that the State does not Fifth. Loans made to nonprofit private 
nave such an agency and does not desire schools must meet four conditions. 
to have such an agency. The State Sixth. The awarding of fellowships 
could not participate unless it set up the depends on the making of certain find-
agency provided. ings by the Commissioner. 

There is a further provision, under Seventh. The right of a fellowship 
subsection (a) (2), as follows: student to continue to receive payments 

is dependent upon a finding by the Com
provides for specifying at the beginning missioner that the student is making 
of each fiscal year the proportion of its al-
lotment for such year that will be expended satisfactory progress in, and devoting 
for (A) public school teachers' salaries, and full time to studies and research. 
(B) the construction of public school facili- Eighth. In order to be eligible for par
ties; and provides that such allotment, ex- ticipation in the fellowship program, 
cept for sums used in accordance with sec- again the State must submit a detailed 
tions 108 and 109, shall be used exclusively plan to the Commissioner. 
for either of such purposes; Ninth. Payment to the States under 

Mr. President, I could go through the the vocational education program of the 
bill page by page. The bill is filled with .. act are conditioned on the State meeting 
controls written into it, as have to be certain requirements. 
written into any bill when we attempt Tenth. Again, a State plan must be 
to give Federal grants-in-aid for any submitted. 
purpose. Eleventh. Any person receiving funds 

The proponents of Federal aid insist under the act must take a loyalty oath. 
that funds can-and will-be granted to Twelfth. The State plans which are 
the States without undue controls. a condition to receiving benefits under 
They have inserted in most of their the act must contain certain specified 
legislative proposals, as they have done provisions. 
in the committee bill, clauses enjoining I agree that many, if not all, of these 
Federal administrative officials from ex- controls are necessary. After all, the 
ercising powers over local schools. But Federal Government, when it spends 
these are pious platitudes designed to huge sums of the taxpayers' money, 
divert attention from the inevitability must attach conditions and controls to 
of Federal control following upon Fed- see that the money is spent both 
eral grants. properly and in accordance with the re-

Thus, even the late Representative quirements of the law. But they are 
John Lesinski, Sr., · a former chairman controls nevertheless, and they are in
of the House Committee on Education escapable when the Federal Government 
and Labor, and himself a leadirig_liberal participates in any field of activity by 
within the Democratic Party, had no il- · spending Federal ·funds. · · 
lusions on that score. He stated: But these Federal controls, neces-

It is impossible to draft a general Federal sary as they may be, inevitably lead to 
aid bill which will not contain a great deal further Federal controls, which, despite 
of Federal control over local school sys- all pious protestations to the contrary, 
terns. • • • I am convinced, after the hard . 
study we have put to the question, that no have a direct impact on the substantive 
acceptable bill preventing Federal domina- content of these programs, an impact 
tion of local schools can be drawn. I re- which may be directly contrary to the 
luctantly come to the conclusion, but I wishes of the beneficiaries. 
had to face the facts. (CoNGRESSIONAL REc- To illustrate, I should like to refer 
oaD, vol. 103, pt. 5, p. 6348.) to the experience of Prof. Claude J. 

As an example of the correctness of Bartlett, assistant professor of psychol
Representative Lesinski's assertion, I ogy at George Peabody College for 
should like to point out some of the Fed- 'Teachers, Nashville, Tenn. He describes 
eral controls in the most recently en- the fate of two guidance and counseling 
acted congressional legislation on educa- institutes set up under title V of the Na
tion, the National Defense Education tional Defense Education Act. Profes
Act, Public Law 85-864. Here are a few sor Bartlett participated in both, and 
of the controls contained in that statute: was the director of one. · 

First. With respect to the payment of Professor Bartlett points out the fol-
Federal capital contributions, the Com- lowing Federal controls and their . con
missioner of the Office of Education of sequences: 
HEW sets the date for filing the appli- First. In one institute, the standards 
cation by the educational institution. of admission for students were lowered 
He may reallot excess amounts to other as a result. of pressure from the Federal 
states, and he determines the manner in Government. The result was the ac
which the installments of Federal con- ceptance of many persons who were of 
tributions will be made. questionable ability. 

Second. Participating institutions must Second. Based on the experiences in 
make an agreement with the Commis- its first institute, changes in the opera
sioner providing for certain conditions tions of the second institute were deemed 
which must be met. desirable. Nevertheless, the Office of 

Third. Loans made by an institution Education refused to permit changes -in 
to a student are subject to such condi- the plan o_f opera~ion even though the 

changes did not affect the cost of the 
institute as specified in the contract . 
Thus, the Federal Government dictated 
curriculum and administration of the in
stitute as well as financial arrangements. 

Third. When the contract setting up 
the institute was signed, the director of 
the college's child study center was 
named acting director of the institute. 
When the college sought to substitute a 
permanent director to permit the acting 
director to return to his regular duties 
elsewhere, the Federal Government re
fused to allow the change in director
ship, thus interfering with the operation 
of the college. 

Fourth. The Office of Education in
sisted that all of the students of the sec
ond institute be recruited before au
thorization for establishing it had even 
been completed. 

As a result of these difficulties, the col
lege chose to cancel the contract for the 
institute rather than submit to bureau
cratic whims emanating from Washing
ton. 

Financial aid to the States could be 
provided without the possibility of Fed
eral control through purely monetary, 
nonearmarked, and unconditional grants 
or tax sharing-Roger A. Freeman, 
"Grants Without Strings," National 
Civic Review, June 1959. But the pro
ponents of Federal school aid insist that 
the funds must not only be earmarked 
for the schools but also channeled 
through the U.S. Office of Education and 
the State departments of education as 
provided in the committee bill, so as to 
insure and enforce the supremacy of 
the professional educationists. 

The influence of parents, communit~es, 
and legislatures is likely to wane if an 
increasing share of the funds does not 
depend upon their approval but is de
rived from Federal grants. Local boards 
~f education for many y~rs have tended 
to ·concern themselves mostly with ap
proving tax rates and bond issues and 
selling them to the public rather than 
with the setting of educational policies. 
They have largely been ratiflers of pro
fessional proposals. 

School boards which have tried to as
sert themselves against their superin
tendents in regard to educational policy 
have been regarded with suspicion, even 
with hostility. Thus, an editorial in the 
publication, the Nation's School, for 
June 1960, referred to "the indefinable 
sense of uneasiness" with which some 
school administrators view the growing 
strength of school board organizations 
and questioned whether "the school 
board is to be secretly appraised as a 
group to be controlled or stymied." Fur
ther, they fear "the possibility · that 
school boards as organized groups may 
embark upon programs to influence 
school legislation in direct conflict with 
the goals of professional groups." An
other report of the professionals stated 
that "the deepening concern board 
members show for their responsibilities 
gives rise to a major problem. One 
aspect of this is the alarm with which 
professional educators view amateur di
rection of school policy" -Education 
Summary, October 12, 1958. 
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The education reporter of the New 
York Times warned or threatened that 
"local boards are in danger of voting 
themselves out of power, if they refuse 
to accept guidance from those who will 
increasingly map out national goals and 
standards"-Fred M. Hechinger, "School 
Conflicts," the New York Times, May 29, 
1960. 

The purse strings have been the main 
instrument by which communities and 
boards of education have tried to make 
their influence upon school policies felt. 
Federal aid would make it less neces
sary for educational administrators to 
bow so low to State legislators, school 
boards and to the lay public; it would 
give them more of the independence they 
have so long sought. 

The fight over Federal aid to educa
tion has been commonly viewed as a 
battle over money for the schools. It · 
is conceivable that the real issue is not 
just money. The crucial issue may well 
be a power struggle over the control of 
the schools between the -organized pro
fession and the lay public. Federal 
funds would strengthen the hand of the 
educational bureaucracy-but it would 
weaken the authority of the citizens and 
their communities-Roger A. Freeman, 
"Financing the Public Schools," volume 
II, Taxes for the Schools, pages 366-392. 

Mr. President. I have spent a good 
deal more time on the general discussion 
of the bill than I had intended. I do 
not believe I have much time remain
ing. I shall finish the explanation of 
my amendment, to the best of my ability, 
in the time remaining. If I need more 
time, because we discussed the platforms. 
of ·both parties, perhaps the majority 
leader might be good enough to allow me 
more time because of that extracurricu
lar activity. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator has 12 minutes remaining. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Ml·. President, will 
my colleague yield to me? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I am happy to 
yield. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. I fail to under
stand why the interjection was termed 
"extracurricula." When the Senator 
from Arizona told the Senate that a cer
tain group of school board members in 
one instance was opposed to Federal aid 
to education, I think. it was pertinent to 
the discussion for the Senator·from West 
Virginia to remind the Senator of the 
pronouncement of the Democratic and 
Republican platforms concerning the 
very vital subject that we are consider
ing tonight. · We are discussing our 
youth, our most valued resource, and we 
talk candidly of their educational needs. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Possibly it is not 
extracurricular, because it gave the Sen
ator from Arizona an opportunity to 
point out that the other side of the aisle 
has done nothing about civil rights yet. 
I will stand on what I have said and let 
it go at that. . 

Mr. President, I will continue to hope 
that I can visit with the majority leader 
relative to a litUe more time, because we 
were engaged here in a colloquy that 
was of pertinence to the bill but was 
charged to my time and not to the time 
of the opponents. As I understand, we 

are trying to get out by 10 o'clock. I 
think if I might be allowed to go until 
9 o'clock, -r can finish the presentation 
of my amendment. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the agreement 
be modified to permit the Senator from 
Arizona to speak until 9 o'clock. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 

Mr. MORSE. It is understood that 
thereafter I shall have half an hour to 
reply. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I thank my 
friend from Oregon. 

Mr. President, the amendment to 
which I address myself is my amend
ment 5-16-61-E, and it is offered in the 
nature of a substitute. 

Early in this session of Congress, a 
three-part program dealing with educa
tion which I believe if enacted, would 
provide the solution to all p1·oblems, real 
and imaginary, confronting our educa
tional system today. I now offer as an 
amendment in the nature of a substi
tute these proposals. 

My substitute sets forth a program 
dealing with the proper role of the Fed
eral Government with respect to educa
tion at all levels--elementary school, 
high school, and college, university, and 
institutions of higher learning. 

This is a. role which must be dil·ected 
toward helping our people to help them
selves without the direct intervention of 
the Federal Government. It must recog
nize first and foremost the danger of 
centralized control over the vitally im
portant area of life encompassed by the 
education of our children. Then, it must 
take account of the actual need which 
exists for expanding and augmenting 
the facilities which we now have for 
meeting the Nation's educational needs. 
Finally, it should use the power of the 
Federal Government to restore to the 
States and local governments the :finan
cial means to handle the needs. that may 
exist or alise, which have been substan
tially preempted by the Federal Govern
ment. 

The problem is one of letting the peo
ple decide, in their own communities 
where that decision can best be made, 
just what are their educational needs. 
After that, it is one of equipping them 
to handle their needs locally, through 
their own school boards and without the 
direction of Washington bureaucracy. 

The major domestic problem now fac
ing our Nation is the threat of inflation 
with its disastrous impact on private 
savings, insurance, pension funds, and 
social security. This threat has enor
mous ramifications when applied to our 
educational problems. 

This is true because an increasingly 
larger share of these funds is being ac
cumulated by parents for the purpose 
of providing for the higher education of 
their children, the costs of which are 
outstripping the ability of many people 
to keep pace. 

I. THE DECAY OF AMERICAN PRECOLLEGE 
EDUCATION 

It is my belief that what is primarily 
wrong with America1;1 precollege edu
cation is not lack of money but lack of 

quality. The deterioration in the stan<t
ards of the American elementary and 
secondary school has been recognized 
not only by leading scholars in and out 
of the academic community but finally, 
by the vast majority of the long-su1Iering 
American people as well. It seems ob
vious that huge sums of additional 
money should not be spent in perpetuat
ing and aggravating our educational 
shortcomings. Any program which 
makes additional funds available for use 
by our elementary and secondary school 
systems should be accompanied simul
taneously by a program designed to in
duce improvements in the quality of ed
ucation. 

Speaking before the American Society 
of Civil Engineers in February 1958, 
Dean Martin Mason, of the George 
Washington University School of Engi
neering, stated bluntly: 

Our schools are not fulfilling what should 
be their main function-basic education 
and the stimulation of minds. Pupils spend 
half their time learning social graces, auto
mobile driving and in buildlng their bodies. 

Mortimer Smith, director of the Coun
cil for Basic Education, in his recent 
book "A Citizen's Manual for Public 
Schools," writes: 

To sum up, this should be the bare mini
mum expected of a normal child finishing 
the elementary school: He should be able to 
read and write with some fluency, and spell, 
add, subtract, multiply, and divide with ac
curacy; he should know the basic geographic 
facts of. his country and the world, have a 
knowledge of elementary science; know 
something of the culture . and history of 
other peoples and much of his own. And 
above an, his schooling should have taught 
him the difference between aimless mental 
activity and orderly thought. 

There is a strange quirk in mod~ educa
tional thinking which produces pessimism 
about the school's ability to teach such tan
gibles as geography, spelllng, and reading, 
but optimism about the ability of the school 
to teach such intangibles as good citizen
ship and wise use of leisure time and to 
produce tolerant, well-rounded personalities. 

Title I of my amendment provides, as 
a step in aiding and improving precol
lege education · in the United States, a 
measure to help achieve these goals 
which will invoke the most limited par
ticipation by the Federal Government 
but which will be wholly voluntary in 
character, completely free from any com
pulsion, either through law or otherwise, 
and which will be based entirely on the 
principles of emulation and inspiration. 

Title I would establish a national 
merit scholarship program to make it 
possible for the most promising students 
to obtain college and undergraduate uni
versity educations, but plimarily de
signed to establish a set of voluntary 
secondary school scholastic standards 
which can serve as a guide and a beacon 
both for the high schools of the Nation 
and for the parents of America. 

These national scholarships will re
quire only a tiny expenditure of Federal 
funds. They will be severely limited in 
number but generous in amount so as 
to be attractive to students and parents 
alike. They will be administered by a 
Board appointed by the .President, and 
consisting of scholars and authorities in 
the humanities, iiterature, foreign Ian-
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guages, science, mathematics, history, 
philosophy_ sociology, economics, and so 
forth. · · 

This Board will implement · the basic 
scholastic requirements for eligibility to 
compete for these scholarships as set 
forth in the law itself. These require
ments, as a minimum, will include the 
study in high school of English, foreign 
languages, science, mathematics, and 
history-emphasizing American history. 
The examinations conducted by the 
Board will require the student to achieve 
an absolute passing mark. If more stu
dents pass than the number of scholar
ships available, only that number, in 
order of performance, will receive the 
scholarship awards. If fewer than this 
number manage to get the passing grade, 
then only they will be selected and the 
rest of the scholarships will remain un
used. The examinations will be con
ducted on a nationwide. basis with no 
geographic restrictions or limitations on 
the n.umber of students from any State 
or community who participate or who 
secure the scholarships. If all of them 
go to the students of a single State. 
community or even school, unlikely as 
that may be, then the rest of the Na
tion's school system would do well to 
reexamine their own educational estab
lishments. 

There are several beneficial effects 
which are to be hoped for from this 
proposal. First, it will encourage a 
healthy spirit of academic rivalry among 
the secondary schools of the Nation, sim
ilar to that which now exists in ath
letics and debating. Second, it will spur 
scholastic competition among individual 
students. And last, but most important, 
it will expose the weaknesses in some 
of our secondary schools while at the 
same time revealing the strength in 
others. 

The American public will assess the 
results of these examinations. A school 
which consistently fails to qualify its 
students for participation in the exami
nation, or whose students consistently 
fail to secure any of the scholarships 
will come under intensive critical scru
tiny. The parents and the community 
will want to know why their children are 
not eligible to compete; they will ask 
why their school lags behind while the 
school in the neighboring county or ad
joining State can boast of, producing 
national scholars. Where these seriously 
inadequate educational standards exist, 
I am confident that the American peo
ple, with their customary diligence, will 
ferret out the evils which have brought 
about the deterioration and provide the 
necessary corrective. 

II. FINANCING PRECOLLEGE EDUCATION 

The second step in the propo~ed pro
gram to aid and improve education in 
the United States is a measure which, 
if adopted, makes all the _ alternative 
plans for Federal aid to education, which 
are currently under serious considera
tion, irrelevant .and unnecessary. 

Since the end of Wol'ld War II, we 
have witnessed the greatest School build
ing program ever conducted in this 
country. In the past 5 years alone, 350,-
000 classrooms have been built, an aver:. 
age of 70,000 c'lassrooms a year, and 

based on the sale of school bonds for 
the · past several years, there is every. 
reason to believe that this high rate 
of classroom construction will continue. 

In spite of the tremendous job which 
the States and local communities have 
done during the past 15 years to over
come the backlog of school facilities 
needed in some areas, a backlog brought 
on by the depression, World War II, and 
Korea, the proponents of direct Federal 
aid to education are nevertheless abso
lutely insistent that the only way tore
duce the backlog is by way of ·a massive 
infusion of Federal grants into the 
States. In recent years these same pro
ponents have added to their propaganda 
the claim that teachers are not paid 
enough by the local school districts and, 
therefore, that it is the responsibility of 
the Federal Government to correct that 
situation as well. · 

It is interesting and significant that 
the demands for Federal aid to education 
have grown louder and more insistent as 
the need for expanding our school facili
ties diminishes. It is fully apparent that 
many of those promoting the idea of 
Federal aid to education are interested 
only in the element of centralized con
trol and, consequently, refuse to recog
nize that the States and local communi
ties have been rapidly solving the backlog 
problem. They have seen their "crisis" 
selling point melt away in the face of 
determined local responsibility and are 
attempting to cover it up by adding new 
items to their list of needs and more 
power to their propaganda efforts. The 
present offensive for Federal aid to and 
control of the Nation's education is the 
heaviest ever mounted and it must be 
met with a courageously sound proposal 
incorporating the principles of individual 
freedom· and personal responsibility. 

I am ·fully aware that a growing stu
dent enrollment has made it difficult for 
some localities completely to overcome 
classroom shortages despite the expendi
ture of considerable amounts of money 
and e:ffort. I am also conscious of the 
fact that teachers' salaries have lagged 
behind those of other professions and 
vocations, causing some qualified in
structors to resign from teaching and 
enter more highly paid occupations and 
making it diflicult to attract qualified 
replacements. 

However, recently published school 
statistics- dealing with pupil population, 
enrollment, teachers, and public school 
expenditures are most revealing. Be
tween 1950 and 1960, public school en
rollment increased by 44.4 percent; dur
ing this same period, the number of 
teachers in elementary and secondary 
schools increased by 51.9 percent, thus 
reducing the pupil-teacher ratio to 26.4 
to 1 as compared to 27.8 to 1 in 195<>. But 
while pupil enrollment and number of 
teachers are increasing in these ratios, 
total expenditures for public elementary 
and secondary schools rose by more than 
150 percent. 

It is quite obvious from these figures 
that the States and local communities 
have been making. enormous and effec
tive efforts to meet their school needs. 
Wherever the problem of the need for 
additional classrooms has not been 

solved, it has not been due to any re
luctance on the part of the local com
munity or the State to find and expend 
the necessary funds. 

In view of. the willingness of the State 
and local communities to keep pace with 
growing educational needs, I reject the 
wasteful and undemocratic measures to 
appropriate for school aid billons of Fed
eral dollars extracted from the States 
only to be partially funneled back to them 
again with strict limitations on the use 
to which the funds may be put. 

I believe that the alleged evil plight 
of our schools has been grossly exag
gerated and that the magnificent efforts 
of .our State and local governments to 
find the money to meet school needs has 
been largely and purposely ignored. 

These efforts represented the quiet re
sponse of millions of forgotten Ameri
cans to the educational problems aris
ing in their communities: The job was 
done without fanfare by the people who 
meet their responsibilities on a day-to
day basis without the benefit of prodding 
by nationwide pressure group organiza
tions. It represents a monument to the 
efforts of a free people, working with ini
tiative and enterprise in their own com
munities to meet the problems of those 
communities as they arose. This is 
where the big job of meeting the Nation's 
educational problems has been accom
plished up until now and this is where 
the job, rightfully, should be finished. 

My proposal would provide the means 
for solving additional school problems, 
if they really exist, but it would leave 
the determination of this highly debat
able question where it properly belongs
with the State and local communities, 
and not with the Federal Government. 
The basic problem, if there is one, is fi
nancial. If State and local governments 
in some parts of the country are unable 
to keep pace with their school needs it 
is because the Federal taxing power has 
preempted State and local sources of 
revenue. Hence, the proper approach is 
to compel the Federal Government to re
store to the States and localities at least 
a portion of the tax resources which it 
has taken away. This is precisely what 
my amendment would do. 

The proposal is a simple one. Every 
homeowner, every owner of real estate 
in the United States pays a real prop
erty tax to his local community govern
ment. In most cases, a substantial part 
of this tax is used to" meet the primary 
and secondary public school needs of the 
community whether for new construc
tion or for maintenance, teachers' salar
ies or other past or current school costs. 
My amendment would merely provide 
that every taxpayer who pays a school 
tax on his real property or as a part of 
his real estate tax shall, after having cal
culated the amount of Federal income 
tax which he must pay Uncle Sam. be 
permitted to subtract from the Federal 
income tax which he owes the full 
amount of such school property tax, or 
such proportion of it as will result in 
a total additional tax benefit to these 
taxpayers of between $3 billion and $4 
billion. 

Under existing Federal income tax 
law, State and local school taxes are 
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deductible froin gross income but the 
amount actually saved by the taxpayer 
depends on his Federal income tax 
bracket. Thus, for example, a taxpayer 
who has paid $200 in school taxes as part 
of the local real property tax on his home, 
and is in the 20 percent Federal income 
tax bracket, realizes a saving of $40. My 
proposal would retain this present prac
tice, but in addition would permit him 
to take a $100 credit against what he 
owed Uncle Sam, that is, against his net 
Federal income tax. Hence, instead of 
a saving of $40, the homeowner under my 
amendment would save $140 of the $200 
he paid in school taxes on his home. 
Of course, if the taxpayer's school tax 
was less than $100, he would be permitted 
to save in toto no more than the actual 
amount of his school tax. 

This tax credit would be available 
to real property-school taxpayers 
whether they itemize their Federal in
come tax returns or take the standard 
deduction. 

The concrete advantages of this ap
proach are overwhelming; let me enu
merate a few of these advantages: 

First. The tax benefits provided would 
g·o directly to approximately 40 million 
taxpaye1·s, including about 34 million 
homeowners, who with their families 
constitute almost 90 percent of our 
population. 

Second. With the Federal Govern
ment completely excluded from the pro
gram, there would be no danger of Fed
eral control over education. Depending 
on State law, each community itself, or 
the State, would be the final judge of 
how much more it would like to spend on 
its educational needs than it is currently 
spending. 

Third. The funds made available to· 
the taxpayers are greater than the sums 
contemplated under any of the other 
Federal aid to education measures which 
are seriously being considered; greater 
even than the .combined sums contained 
in the committee bill and S. 1241, the 
administration's bill on higher educa
tion. 

Fourth. Because of the complete ex
clusion of the Federal Government, 
there would be no expanded bureauc
racy, no Federal administrative costs, 
and every dollar of tax money thus made 
available would purchase a full dollar's 
worth of school aid if the community 
decided to expand its expenditures for 
education. 

Fifth. Inasmuch as the tax resources 
of every State and locality would be 
substantially increased under this pro
posal, each would have ample funds to 
provide for its own school needs as it 
chooses, for none know better what these 
needs are than the citizens of the States 
and localities themselves. 

Sixth. The so-called richer States 
would not be required to help finance the 
school needs of the allegedly poorer 
States, for under my proposal every 
State would have sufficient funds to 
meet its school needs out of its own re
sources. Rich State A would not be re
quired to pay to the Federal Government 
in taxes twice or three times as much 
as it gets back in Federal school aid 

while poor State B was receiving back in 
Federal aid two or three times the 
amount of tax money it paid to the Fed
eral Government as its share of financ
ing the Federal school aid program. 

Seventh. Under any of the other pro
posed Federal school aid measures, 
states which have fully met their school 
needs and would not, if given a free 
choice, expand their school facilities 
during the next few years would never
theless be compelled to pay their share 
in Federal taxes to finance the pro
gram. The only way those States could 
recover any of the money thus extracted 
from them under these various proposals 
would be to accept the Federal grants 
and use them to expand their school 
facilities. The result would be the 
highly uneconomic and wasteful e~ten
sion of school facilities in many areas 
where such extension is unnecessary and 
where other more urgent needs exist 
and must perforce remain unsatisfied. 
Under my proposal, the use made of 
their money is not dictated to the tax
payer by the bureaucrats in Washing
ton-it is determined by the taxpayers 
themselves; that is, by the parent, the 
citizen, the local school board, and the 
community. 

Eighth. Any objection to my proposal 
based on the assertion that it would bite 
into the Federal Treasury is equally ap
plicable to the committee bill. I believe 
that mine would lead to a good look at 
the Federal budget and the discovery of 
many items of less importance, or even 
of no importance, which could be readily 
eliminated with no ill effects for the pub
lic welfare. 

Ninth. If unemployment does not de
crease and business continues to falter 
my proposal will provide the necessary 
tax relief which some of the proponents 
of expanded Federal aid programs assert 
to be necessary to stimulate the econ
omy. 

Tenth. The preemption of State and 
local tax resources by the Federal Gov
ernment would be diminished, and thus 
an important step would be taken in 
contracting big central government and 
strengthening State and local govern
ment. 

III. FINANCING COLLEGE EDUCATION 

Most American colleges and universi
ties are being forced to raise their tuition 
fees to cover even a part of their costs. 
As a result, many families find that fi
nancing the higher education of their 
children is extremely difficult. I believe 
that higher education for American 
youth is not only desirable but increas
ingly essential both in the national in
terest and for the sake of these young 
people themselves. I therefore believe 
that the Federal Government, which 
absorbs so much of the income of the 
American people in the form of taxes, 
should provide some relief in order to 
encourage and make possible a college 
education for those who have the ability 
to perform academic work on the college 
level. 

Providing an education for their chil
dren is traditionally the responsibility 
of the American family and not of the 
Government. Hence, a Federal program 

to aid our young people to secure a col
lege education should, wherever pos
sible, avoid the form of Federal 
grants with their accompanying prolif
eration of Federal bureaucracy and Fed
eral supervision, which not only wastes 
funds through unproductive administra
tive costs but creates a risk of unde
sirable Federal intervention in the edu
cational process. 

The third step in my amendment 
would provide tax relief for families 
with children attending college, by 
granting every family a substantial ad
ditional deduction for each child attend
ing college or other institution of higher 
learning. These deductions will be 
limited to families in which the set tax
able income does not exceed $20,000 
after all exemptions and deductions 
have been taken, including the proposed 
deduction for children attending college. 

SUMMARY OF MY SUBSTITUTE PROPOSAL 

1. A PROGRAM PROVIDING FOR THE A WARD OF 
NATIONAL MERIT SCHOLARSHIPS 

A. It establishes a National Scholar
ship Board, appointed by the President, 
consisting of 13 members who are recog
nized scholars in the fields of engineer
ing, science, mathematics, languages
including classical-the humanities and 
the arts. The duties and responsibilities 
of the Board shall be to set forth the 
policies and principles for selection of 
individuals for scholarships which shall 
be known as naitonal scholarships. As 
a part of the examination, designed to 
measure achievement, the Board shall 
require each competing individual to 
submit an original theme or composition 
written in English as well as a written 
translation of such theme or composition 
from English into a foreign language. 

B. In order to compete for these 
scholarships, an individual must meet 
the following requirements: First, must 
be in his last academic year or must hold 
a certificate of graduation from a sec
ondary school; second, must have com
pleted at least 4 years of English, 4 years 
of history, 3 years of mathematics, 3 
years of a foreign language, 3 years of 
science or, in lieu thereof, 3 years of 
Latin or Greek; and, third, must be or 
have been in the upper 15 percent of his 
class. 

C. Each scholarship awarded by the 
Board shall be for 4 years or such longer 
period of time necessary to complete the 
course which the student is pursuing. 
The amount of the scholarship shall be 
based on the estimated expenses of the 
recipient, but in no event shall the 
amount exceed $3,000 for any academic 
year. The recipients of these scholar
ships shall be designated "National 
Scholar." 

D. The Board would be authorized to 
award every year a maximum of 1,000 
.scholarships. The Board shall establish 
a minimum attainment grade for such 
examinations, and notwithstanding the 
number of scholarships authorized, a 
scholarship shall not be awarded to any 
individual unless he equals or exceeds 
such minimum grade. Thus, if only 700 
of -the applicants receive such a grade, 
only that number will be awarded, and 
the remaining 300 will not be use.d. If 
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more than a thousand applicants receive 
a passing grade, the scholarships wm be 
awarded in accordance with the prin
ciples and policies established by the 

. Board. 
E. The examinations conducted by the 

. Board will be on a nationwide basis with 
no geographic restrictions or limitations 
on the number of participants from any 
State or community. This same condi
tion will also apply with respect to the 
award of these scholarships. 
2. TAX CREDIT TO HOJIIIEOWNEllS FOR THAT 
· PORTION OF THEIR REAL PROPERTY TAX WHICH 

IS USED FOR THE MAINTENANCE, OPERATION 
AND CONSTRUCTION OF PUBLIC ELEMENTARY 

AND SECONDARY SCHOOLS 

A. The taxpayer would continue to de
duct the amount of his real property tax 
from. his gross taxable income; after he 
determines what his tax will be, he then 
credits against his final tax that amount 
of his real property tax which is used 
for the maintenance, operation, and con
struction of public elementary and sec
ondary schools. 
· B. Tax credit would be the amount 
actually paid by the taxpayer or $100 
whichever is less. To illustrate, a tax
payer pays a real property tax of $600, of 
which $350 is used for public school pur
poses. As he does at present, the tax
payer would be able to deduct from his 
taxable income, $600, and assuming that 
he is in the 20-percent bracket, this would 
result in a tax saving to him of $120-20 
percent of $600. After determining his 
final tax, for example, $500, the taxpayer 
would be able to take a credit of $100 
against his net tax-thus, instead of pay
ing a tax of $500, he would pay only $400. 

C. The taxpayer who takes a standard 
deduction would also benefit since the 
credit granted is taken against the final 
tax after all exemptions and deductions 
have been made. 

D. The deduction, together with the 
tax credit, cannot result in a saving to 
the taxpayer of more than the actual 
amount of that portion of the real prop
erty tax devoted to public school needs. 
For example, the taxpayer pays a real 
property tax of $100, of which $60 is 
used for public school purposes. Assum
ing the taxpayer is in the 20 percent 
bracket, he would be able to reduce his 
tax by $20--20 percent of $100-$12 of 
which is attributable to the tax for school 
purposes. Giving such a taxpayer a $60 
credit-the actual amount paid for 
school purposes-would. return a saving 
to the taxpayer of $72 or $12 more than 
the tax he paid for support of public 
schools. Thus, the tax credit in this case 
would be limited to $48. 
3. TAX RELIEF FOR FAMILIES WITH CHILDREN 

ATTENDING COLLEGE 

A. The taxpayer is granted an addi
tional deduction from his taxable in
come for the expenses incurred by him, 
his spouse or his dependent or depend
ents, while attending college. 

B. Expenses shall include tuition and 
fees charged by the college for a course 
of instruction and attendance at such 
college; books, supplies. and equipment; 
room and board, whether the student is 
living on or ofi the campus. The amount 
the taxpayer may deduct shall be the 

actual amount of expenses paid but not 
to exceed $2,000 for each child attending 
college, Of this amount, the . cost of 
room and board may not exceed $90 a 
month while the student is .in attendance 
at college--$45 in the case of the student 
living at nome . 

C. In addition to his child or children. 
the taxpayer may also deduct such ex
penses which he incurs as a student as 
well as those of his wife and anyone else 
whom the taxpayer can lawfully claim 
as a dependent. 

D. The deduction is available to a tax
payer whose dependent is attending a 
college, university or other institution of 
higher learning, such as medical school. 
dental school, law school or other gradu
ate school. This deduction is not avail
able to a taxpayer whose dependent is 
attending a trade or vocational school 
or any other school which does not 
award a baccalaureate or higher degree. 

E. The amount of expenses which the 
taxpayer may deduct from his taxable 
income shall be reduced by the amount 
by which the taxable income of the tax
payer exceeds $10,000 if the taxpayer is 
unmarried or if married, files a separate 
return, or $20,000 if the taxpayer is mar
ried and files a joint return or is the 
head of a household or a surviving 
spouse. Thus, if a taxpayer has $2,000 
in educational expenses. and a taxable 
income of $20,800, he would be entitled 
to a deduction of $1,20Q-$2,000 less. 
$800, the amount in excess of $20,000. 
The taxpayer thereby reduces his tax
able income from $20,800 to $19,600. If 
the taxpayer is in the 50 percent bracket, 
he would thereby reduce his tax by 
$600--50 percent of $1,200. 

Mr. President, that concludes my prin
cipal statement on the amendment. I 
am sorry that more Senators are not 
present, so that I might discuss. it with 
them. However, my time is drawing to 
a close. 

I shall merely say that my amend
ment would provide all the funds need
ed for education in this country, but 
the funds would be provided at the local 
level. My amendment would do away 
with the necessity of having money travel 
to Washington, having the brokerage fee 
deducted, and having what is left travel 
back to the States. 

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Arizona yield for a ques
tion? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I yield. 
Mr. BUSH. I have listened with the 

greatest of interest to the Senator's de
scription of his amendment. Has the 
Senator estimated the amount of funds 
likely to be involved in the operation of 
his amendment, so to speak? In other 
words, if the amendment were agreed to, 
how much money are we talking about 
in the form of deductions and tax cred
its? What would be the net effect upon 
the Federal Treasury? Has the Senator 
been able to estimate that? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Yes; we can only 
estimate it, because we do not know the 
precise level of income tax collections. 
Already. through the deduction process 
on gross income, the amount which is 
already allowed to stay at home comes 
to about $3 Y4 billion or $3% billion. 

My amendment, would merely make a 
tax credit applicable after :figuring the 
net income tax. That would total, I 
estimate, somewhere between $3% bil-
lion and $3% billion. · 

Mr. BUSH. Annually? 
Mr .. GOLDWATER. Annually; mak

ing available at the local level a total of 
around $7 billion plus, which could be 
appealed to for school purposes or any 
other purposes which the local govern
ment felt were needed. 

Mr. BUSH. That is a, much larger 
annual amount than is provided in the 
bill. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. That is correct. 
The reason I have made it high-! 
have made it almost twice as high as the 
amount in the President's bill:-is that 
certainly not everybody will respond to 
the appeal to purchase of tax bonds. 
The taxes are included. However, when 
a man has money in his pocket, he is 
more likely than not to respond favor
ably to these requests, as the history of 
school bonds during the past several 
years has shown. 

Mr. BUSH. I thank the Senator for 
the information. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, 
I have a few minutes left; I shall re
serve them. 

Mr. Mn..LER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Arizona yield for a ques-
tion? · 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I yield. 
Mr. MILLER. It is in the nature of 

a technical question. 
On page 9, line 14, of the Senator's 

amendment in the nature of a substi
tute, the paragraph provides: 

No credit shall be allowed under subsec
tion (a) with respect to any real property 
tax unless such tax is allowable as a. deduc
tion for the taxable year under section 164. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. That is correct. 
Mr. MILLER. I can see how a ques

tion might arise over the word ••allow
able." In other words, if a taxpayer 
takes the standard deduction, it is my 
observation that generally the Internal 
Revenue Service will interpret a page 2 
deduction as not being allowable. If the 
Senator concurs in my view of this, I 
suggest that a technical amendment 
might be appropriate, to add a sentence 
at the end of line 17, as follows: 

Provided, That such tax shall not be 
deemed to be unallowable merely bec:tuse 
the taxpayer uses the optional standard 
deduction. 

I am quite certain that this amend
ment will fit in with the Senator's ex
planation of the bill, and I believe it will 
make his proposal clear from the tech
nical standpoint. If the Senator from 
Arizona agrees with me, I shall be happy 
to draw up the amendment in a moment. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I thank the Sen
ator from Iowa.. whom I recognize as one 
of the ablest tax -lawyers in the Senate, 
and one of the ablest tax lawyers in the 
whole country, for calling this item to 
my attention~ 

I felt that the language in my amend
ment would be satisfactory, but I can 
understand that some question might 
arise over it. I shall be happy to accept 
the Senator's suggestion. 
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Mr. MILLER. I thank the Senator. 
[will draw it up shortly. 

On page 10, line 11, the section pro
vides: 

In the case of an individual, there shall 
be allowed as a deduction the ex,Penses for 
higher education paid b y the taxpayer dur
ing the taxable year which are incurred by 
him, by his spouse, or b y a dependen t (as 
defined in sec. 152 (a) ) . 

In the case of a child who is 18 or 19 
years old, who is working, and who is 
earning enough money to require him to 
me an income tax retw·n, and possibly 
even to pay an income tax, is it the inten
tion that that. person be treated as a 
dependent also? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. No; under the 
present income tax law the person might 
be paying his own way through college 
and could take this amount as a deduc
tion, or it could be taken by the family 
of the dependent. 

Mr. MILLER. In other words, this 
section ties in with the concept of de
pendent when the child is a full-time 
student under the present Internal 
Revenue Code. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. That is correct. 
Mr. MILLER. I feel certain that that 

satisfies my question on that point. My 
last question is perhaps the most basic 
one, with respect to the entire bill. Has 
the Senator an estimate of the cost of 
the bill in terms of loss of Federal 
revenue? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I can give only 
an estimate because, as I told the Sen
ator from Connecticut [Mr. BusH], we 
do not know what the totals will be. 
At the present time, deductions allow 
about $31,4 billion to $3% billion to re
main at home. This has been continu
ing for a long time. This ci'edit would, 
when taken, leave a similar amount, or a 
total, as a result of both deductions and 
the credit, of something in the nature of 
$7 billion-plus under the present rate of 
tax collections. 

Mr. MILLER. In other words, if the 
credit for the real property tax attribut
able to the local school taxes and fo1· the 
deduction for the expenses of a spouse 
or a taxpayer or a dependent attending 
college were applicable, it is the estimate 
of the Senator from Arizona that there 
would be a loss of Federal revenue ap
proximating $7 billion? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. No; it would be 
an additional "staying home" of about 
$3% billion to $3% billion as a result 
of deductions from the gross. This 
would be a credit to the net, after the 
tax had been figured , of not to exceed 
$100. 

Mr. MILLER. What I am trying to 
ascertain is how much less money will 
come into the Federal Treasury? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. From $3% to $3% 
Qillion, based on the present income tax. 

Mr. MILLER. I am very sympathetic 
to the approach, as the Senator knows, 
and to this way of helping to meet local 
school costs. At the same time, I am 
quite dedicated to doing my utmost to 
achieve a balanced Federal budget. I 
recognize, as the result of legislation 
which has already been passed--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
available to the Senator from Arizona 
has expired. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Oregon yield 2 ad
ditional minutes to me? 

Mr. MORSE. Yes, Mr. President; I 
yield to the Senator from Arizona 2 min
utes of the time under my control. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. . The 
Senator from Arizona is recognlzed for 
2 additional minutes. · · 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, at 
this time I yield further to the Senator 
from Iowa. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I recog
nize that as a result of legislation al
ready passed by the Senate and as a 
result of the increased expenditures for 
national defense and for developments 
in space, we face a deficit in the next fis
cal year of between $2 billion and $5 bil
lion. So I find it very difficult to support 
this amendment if it will aggravate still 
more that budget deficit. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Undoubtedly the 
present effort is only a foot in the door, 
a case of having the camel put his nose· 
in the tent. Mark my word, Mr. Presi
dent: What will cost $2 billion this year 
will cost, next year, $4 billion or $5 bil
lion; and we shall find that the cost will 
constantly grow and grow, so that in 10 
years it will be perhaps $15 billion. 

I prefer to take the chance of losing 
a little Federal aid, rather than to take 
the certain step of having the Federal 
Government's annual deficit increased to 
that extent. I point out, in this connec
tion, that we must assume that if this 
program is put into effect, it will re
sult in greater and greater amounts of 
deficit spending by the Federal Govern-
ment. · 

Mr. MILLER. I thank the Senator 
from Arizona for his very frank an
swers to my questions; and I shall pro
ceed at once to prepare the amendment, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Let the 
Chair point out that inasmuch as the 
yeas and nays have been ordered on the 
question of agreeing to the amendment 
of the Senator from Arizona, unanimous 
consent must be had if the amendment 
is now to be modified. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent for that purpose. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, reserving the right to object, if the 
proposed modification of the amendment 
will not cause any interference with the 
time limitation already agreed to, I shall 
have no objection to the request for 
unanimous consent to modify the 
amendment. · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No 
change in the time schedule already 
agreed to is now proposed. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Then, Mr, 
President, I have no objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, the 
amendment will be modified accordingly. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I rise at 
this time to summarize my position on 
the amendment. 

First, let me say to the Senator from 
Arizona that it has been· a real privilege 
to work with him on the Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare during the 
many weeks we .have consulted together 

in connection with the subject of Federal 
aid to education. 

The Senator from Arizona and I have 
disagTeed in re.gard to many fields of 
legislat ive activity. In this instance we 
have not agreed on the philosophical ap
proach to be made to the entire question 
of general Federal aid to education. 
However, I wish the RECORD to show that 
at all ti.mes I have received from the 
Senator from Arizona the utmost of 
courtesy, consideration, and accommoda
tion, and every bit of fair dealing that a 
colleague on tne opposite side of an is
sue could possibly expect to receive from 
an opponent. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Oregon yield to me? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. PELL 
in the chair). Does the Senator from 
Oregon yield to the Senator from Mon
tana? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. I wish the Senator 

from Oregon would also include the 
leadership on this side of the aisle, be
cause we have always received the ut
most of cooperation and consideration 
from the Senator from Arizona. 

Mr. MORSE. Indeed so. Further
more, per!laps the Senator from Arizona 
would even appreciate having me pay a 
compliment that is due the very able 
counsel for the minority, Mr. Michael J . 
Bernstein, who tonight sits beside the 
Senator from Arizona, here on the floor 
of the Senate. As the minority Members 
have heard me say more than once at 
the committee meetings, Mr. Bernstein 
has served not only the minority; he 
has also served the enti:re committee, as 
every staff member should, and at the 
same time he has been a very ardent 
advocate of the position of the minority. 
I believe it should be stated now that 
Mr. Bernstein and the other staff mem
bers have been most helpful to the com
mittee. Indeed, from time to time they 
have conducted for us a seminar· upon 
the contents of these bills and the ma
terial to be presented by both sides in 
connection with the presentation of the 
bill. 

Many members of the public do not 
realize that a Senate committee works 
in that way. The qualified experts of 
the committee assist us very greatly and 
do very much of the necessary research. 

So I wish to pay my respects not only 
to the Senator from Arizona [Mr. 
GoLDWATER] but also to Mr. Bernstein 
and his assistants. 

Mr. President, I have already stated 
that the philosophical approach favored 
by the Senator from Arizona and the 
philosophical approach which I favor 
are quite different. In fact, I believe it 
accurate to say that they are almost 
diametrically opposed. 

The Senator from Arizona has made 
clear to me, from time to time, that he 
is unalterably opposed to the position 
I take in regard to this matter. I be
lieve it fair to say that at times he has 
even characterized the approach I favor 
as one dangerous to the continued op
eration of our form of government. I 
believe that in fairness to him and also 
in fairn.ess to myself I should at once 
draw this line of cleavage. 
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I believe I should also say that the 

pending bill is based on the approach 
that, under the general welfare clause 
of the Constitution, it is important that 
general educational aid legislation of the 
type represented by the pending bill 
should be enacted. It is legislation 
which, in my opinion, will provide the 
assistance so sorely needed by the many 
tens of thousands of schoolchildren 
in our country who, in the opinion of 
the supporters of the pending bill, have 
been waiting far too long to receive the 
assistance which we seek to provide by 
means of the pending bill. 

Mr. President, that statement shows 
the very great difference-in fact, the 
entire difference-between the approach 
favored by the Senator from Arizona and 
the approach which I favor. I know of 
no way to bridge the difference. If the 
Senate adopts the approach favored by 
the Senator from Arizona, the result 
will be that the Senate will pass his 
amendment in the nature of a substi
tute. If the Senate adopts the approach 
which I favor, the result will be that the 
Senate will pass Senate bill 1021. 

I also wish my friend to know that I 
speak half in jest and half in earnest, 
but entirely in good humor, when I say 
the Senator from Arizona favors the en
actment of a bill which will provide a 
certain measure of Federal control, but 
which will provide very little Federal aid 
to education. 

Furthermore, I believe that the bill 
the Senator from Arizona favors relates 
more to higher education than it does to 
elementary and secondary school edu
cation. I really believe that most · of 
the remarks made this evening by the 
Senator from Arizona and most of the 
provisions of the measure he favors re
late to a higher education bill, not to a 
bill in regard to elementary school and 
secondary school education. For exam
ple, I refeJ; to the various provisions of 
the amendment concerning scholarships. 
Such provisions should not be included 
in the pending bill. Instead, they should 
be included in a bill which deals with 
aid to higher education. 

In fairness to the Senator from Ari
zona, I wish to make it clear that when 
he first introduced his bill-which then 
was known as Senate bill 991; yet to all 
intents and purposes his present sub
stitute is substantially the same as the 
original Senate bill 991-when he spoke 
in favor of Senate bill 991 at our hear
ings, he testified in support of his schol
arship proposals. However, we have not 
yet held hearings upon the administra
tion's proposals contained in S. i241 in 
the field of higher education. Extensive 
hearings will be held. I shall have some
thing to do with those hearings, and I 
shall see to it that a full record is made 
upon them. 

I believe the record should also show 
that whereas the Senator from Arizona 
proposes 1,000 scholarships, the admin
istration has proposed about 25,000. As 
a matter of fact, I am sure that even that 
many will be too few, in view of the · 
need which exists. 

In addition, let me point out that, in 
my opinion, title 2 of the ·substitut~ 
measure the Senator from Arizona fa
vors deals in part with taxes and with 

changes in the Internal Revenue Code. 
Section 202 deals with deductions for ex
penses incurred in providing higher edu-

. cation. I say that ·provision does not 
belong in the pending bill. 

It belongs in a higher education bill, or 
in a revenue measure and not in an 
elementary and secondary school bill. 

I close this argument by asking my 
colleagues to vote against the Goldwater 
substitute, because, in my judgment, 
much of it is really not relevant to the 
purposes of S. 1021, which is a secondary 
and elementary school bill. 

I now have a few bits of factual in
formation to put in the REcORD, and then 
I shall yield the floor. 

If this amendment were enacted, it 
would immediately reduce Federal in
come tax revenues by a large amount. 
There would be no benefit to the schools 
unless the leeway provided were tapped 
by higher property taxes for schools. To 
the extent this is not done, the amend
ment operates to provide income tax 
relief to property taxpayers rather than 
to provide additional money for schools. 

Estimates of the money involved are 
very tentative. The loss of Federal rev
enue under existing patterns cannot 
even be estimated with great accuracy. 
I do not claim any great accuracy for 
the figures, but I think these are fair 
and reasonable estimates. A figure of $2 
billion annually at present income levels 
is estimated by the Tax Analysis Staff of 
the Treasury Department. A somewhat 
smaller figure of something like $1.6 bil
lion is the judgment of Dr. McLoone of 
the Office of Education, School Admin
istration Branch. Treasury Department 
finds it difficult to provide a State break
down because homeowners and income 
tax payers cannot be matched. 

The benefit to schools lies in the prop
erty tax leeway made available. The 
extent to which schoois can and will re
cover the Federal loss is speculative. Un
doubtedly, a great potentiality is opened 
up; efficient tapping of it under existing 
taxing patterns might be a problem in 
some States, but presumably legislation 
and new patterns could be developed to 
take care of this problem. 

Estimates of potential gains to schools 
seem to be too "iffy'' to be worth very 
much. It is easier to estimate the 
potential loss of Federal revenue. 

I respectfully say that the weaknesses 
of the substitute seems to me to be as 
follows: 

First. The Federal Government will 
give up a great deal of revenue, but 
there is no requirement that the schools 
benefit to the same extent. Thus, it 
may be an extremely inefficient method 
of channeling money to the schools. 
Prosperous communities that are al
ready supporting their schools at a good 
level will enjoy the full tax credit, but 
may not need or wish to increase proper
ty taxes for schools accordingly. 

Therefore, there might be nothing 
flowing into the schools from those 
areas, under the Goldwater proposal. 

Second. Some persons hit by in
creased property taxes would benefit 
only nominally; by comparison, from the 
income tax credit. This would be the 
case for corporations and any large pri-

vate, commercial, or industrial proper
ties. A substantial percent of property 
taxes is paid by corporations. Con
sequently, such taxpayers can be ex
pected to resist the increased property 
tax levies through which the schools are 
to take advantage of the amendment. 

Third. Poor districts today are those 
with little taxable property behind each 
pupil. For this reason, such districts 
stand to benefit least in the leeway pro
vided for increased property taxation. 
The amendment thus equalizes the 
wrong way-it gives more leeway to the 
district that already has a big tax base. 

I say most respectfully that we have 
no assurance that under this proposal 
there would be any guarantee that the 
schools would benefit. There would be 
nothing to prevent the money from 
being used for other purposes. 

Lastly, title II of the Goldwater sub
stitute proposes a tax credit against 
Federal income tax, limited to $100, for 
real property taxes paid for support of 
public elementary and secondary educa
tion. 

This tax remission proposal is very 
similar in principle to other tax remis
sion proposals referred to in this debate 
which we have already defeated by sub
stantial votes. 

I take the position that, so far as in
come taxes are concerned, they are not 
paid by the citizens of Arizona for Ari
zona, they are not paid by the citizens 
of Oregon for Oregon, they are not paid 
by the citizens of any State for that 
State; they are paid by U.S. citizens liv
ing in the respective States of this coun
try for national purposes of the Federal 
Government. 

In my judgment, it is an entirely eri·o
neous theory to take the position that 
there is an equity in a tax remission in 
a given State based upon what U.S. citi
zens in that State pay in Federal income 
taxes. 

I close this segment of my argument 
by saying I think the substitute proposal 
is mistaken in its philosophy. I think 
it is unsound in its implications and 
effects. I do not think it is going to ac
complish the major purpose which the 
senior Senator from Oregon has stated 
throughout the debate. It is a purpose 
he does not propose to let the Senate 
forget for a single moment. It is the 
need to meet, at the Federal level, the 
problem of providing an equalization 
program for education, which we do in 
S. 1021. The committee bill gives at the 
least, a fairer chance to the boys and 
girls of this country who are not now 
enjoying equality of opportunity to de
velop to the maximum extent possible 
their intellectual potential. The bill 
provides greater equality of opportunity 
for them. 

Mr. President, in March, during 2 
weeks the Subcommittee on Education, 
of which I have the honor of being 
chairman, heard a convincing group of 
witnesses testify in the support of the 
administration bill S. 1021 which would 
provide Federal grants to the States to 
be used for teachers' salaries and school 
construction or both purposes and with 
a small portion going for special edu
cational projects which the states would 
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use for educational research and devel
opment projects of their own choosing. 
These witnesses presented ample testi
mony regarding the need ()f such legis
lation and of the urgency for its passage. 
They showed that the Nation"s schools 
a1·e facing real and existing shortages of 
teachers and classrooms. It has been 
fully demonstrated that one of the most 
pressing measures facing the adminis
tration, the Congress, and the American 
people is the enactment of broad Fed
eral support of legislation for our public 
schools. 

The subcommittee heard a few wit
nesses testify to the effect that there 
was no need for such Federal action. 
On March 13 my distinguished colleague, 
the junior Senator from Arizona [Mr. 
GoLDWATER] who is himself a member 
of the Subcommittee on Education ap
peared before the committee in support 
of his bill, S. 991, and to present his 
views on the proposed legislation now 
pending before the subcommittee. In 
doing so the distinguished Senator 
stated: 

It is my strong belief that most of these 
proposals, including the bill, S. 1021, spon
sored by the administration, are both un
necessary and unsound. I am convinced 
tha.t they represent another long step in the 
direction of reducing- our State and local 
governments to mere subordinate, admin
istrative divisions of the Central Government 
in Washington. 

It is for that reason that I introduce my 
own bill [S.991]. If a genuine problem of 
educational shortage really exists, which I do 
not believe, my proposal will provide the 
means to solve the problem far more effec
tively than any of the other measures now 
before this subcommittee. But what is most 
important, it will leave the matter entirely 
in the hands o! the States and local com
munities without an iota of intervention by 
the Federal Government. 

I wish to make it clear that I do not be
lieve that we have an educational pro~lem 
which requires any form of Federal grant
in-aid program to the States. Even a casual 
glance at the significance statistical indica
tors serves to demonstrate that the States 
and localities have done extremely and ex
ceedingly well during the past several years 
in meeting their educational needs, and that 
these needs themselves .are .growing at a 
much slower rate than during the past pe
riod. 

The distinguished Senator then asked 
the question: 

Are our schools inadequately financed? 

Then he promptly stated: 
The answer to the question is "no." 
To support this answer the gentleman 

from Arizona searched the past for a 
yardstick to measure the future. He 
compared percentages of increase in 
school expenditures over the past several 
years with percentage increas~ in pupil 
enrollment and in a number of other 
items. He dipped back to 1890, dropped 
down to 1913, 1930, 1950, and then to 1960 
to show a percentage of increase in the 
national income devoted to education. 

I wish to point out to my colleagues 
that the amount of this increase has been 
far too little and too slow. The gentle
man from Arizona does not measure the 
financial inadequacy of our schools in 
terms -of their :financial needs of 1960 
or 1970 but only in terms of how finan
cial expenditures have grown since 1890. 

Suppose we were to measure the ade
quacy of our national defense needs only 
in terms of the increase in the percentage 
increase of defense ·expenditures in 1000 
as compared with the amount spent in 
1890. I have made such a comparison 
and here is what I have found. National 
defense expenditures 1890, $66,589.000; 
1900, $190,728,000; 1960, $45,627 million. 
This is an increase for expenditures for 
national defense of 585 percent during 
the 70-year period. But what does this 
tell about the adequacy of defense ex
penditures in 1960? Similar compari
sons are no more relevant as measures 
of the adequacy of educational expendi
tures in 1960. 

I sincerely question whether my dis
tinguished colleaguP. would judge the 
adequacy of present expenditures f'Or 
national defense or highway construc
tion by reference to amounts spent for 
these purposes in 1890, since it is obvious 
that an entirely new set of conditions 
prevails today. Dirt roads suitable for 

horse drawn vehicles have been replaced 
by highways designed for modern ears, 
buses, -and trucks. The Army mule has 
been replaced by helicopter and jet 
planes. In a similar way, I am sure 
that discerning Members in the Senate 
and other American citizens will reeog
nize that public education today is eon
fronted with an entirely new set of con
ditions than in 1890. 

Those who look backward in search of 
standards of adequacy frequently fail to 
see the role education must play in build
ing the Nation's future. For example, 
let us consider the impact of tech
nological changes on our past and future 
manpower needs. For the convenience 
of my colleagues, I am submitting for the 
REcoRD a table showing the actual and 
projected occUPational distribution of 
workers from 1900 to 1975. The con
trast between the trends in the occupa
tions requiring the high degree of edu
cational attainment and those requiring 
a lesser degree is striking. 

TAm.E 1.- Acl?wl anrl projected occupationalc1isLn:~i'Ulicm of wm·r.-ers : 1900-75 

[In percent] 

Occupation 1000 1910 1920 1930 1940 1950 1005 ~971i 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 
------------

ProfcssimHll, technical, and kindred __________ 4.3 4.7 5. 4 6. 8 7. 5 8. 6 11.3 14.0 1\1ana!!'eria L _____ ______________ -- --- - _________ 5. 8 6.6 6.6 7. 4 7. 3 8. 7 10.3 10.8 ClericaL ______ __ _____________ ___ __ ____________ 3. 0 5. 3 8. 0 8.9 9.6 12.3 14.4 !4.-t 
Sales ______ ------------------------------ ----- 4. 5 4.7 ~9 6.3 6. 7 7.0 6.5 7. 4 
Craftsmen. foremen ___ ---------- -- ----------- 10.5 11.6 13.-o 12.8 12.0 14.1 13.5 13.7 
Operatives ___ ------------------- -- - ---------- 12.8 14.6 15.6 ' 15.8 18.4 ~.4 19.6 17.5 
Laborers, industriaL-- ----------------------- 12.5 12. 0 l!L.6 11.0 9. 4 6.6 5.0 4.4 Service _______________________________________ , 9.0 9. 6 1.8 9.8 11.7 10.5 11.8 12.4 
Earm ____ -- _ --- _ ------------------------------ 37.5 30.9 27.0 21.2 17.4 ll.S 1.6 5.3 

------------------------'l'otal numbe~· (in millions) _____________ 29.0 37.3 42.2 48.7 51.7 59.0 73.5 '86. 9 

Source: Data for 1900-50 from: Kaplan, David I~., and Casey, M. Claire, "Occupational Trends in the United 
States, 1000 to 1900." Working Paper No.5. Wushlngton, D.C.: U.S. Department of Oommerce, Bureau of the 
Census, 1958. Table 2, p. 7. Data for 1965 and 1975 derived from unpublished data, Bureau -of Labor Statistics. 
Totals may not add to 100:0 percent because of rounding of per.conts for specific items. 

For example, the table shows that in 
19-00, 59 percent of our Nation's workers 
were employed as industrial laborers, in 
service QCCupa.tions, or in farm occupa
tions. In 1950 this percentage had 
dropped to 29 percent and by 1965 it is 
expected to drop to less than 24 percent. 
The :figures clearly show that the educa
tiona1 system of our Nation in 1900 
functioned in an economy in which 
workers needed much brawn but little 
education. In our present economy, 
most workers must have both technical 
knowledge and general education. 

I am surprised that my distinguished 
colleague has ignored the effects of these 
changes on the cost of education and 
upon the fut1.1re demands for increased 
educational expenditw·es, for most ap
praisals of future -expenditures for 
education have accounted for these 
changes and have seen them as present
ing added responsibilities and -costs to 
public education. 

The follGwing statement from the 
Rockefeller report on education entitled 
"The Pursuit of Excellence--Education 
and the Future of America," clearly 
points out this important factor which 
my distinguished colleague has over
looked: 

One of the striking features of con
tempox:a.ry life is the growing range and 
compleldtJ of the tasks on which our social 
organization depends. This is dramatically 

apparent in science but is no less a reality 
in nearly every field of endeavor. It can be 
seen in the ever increasing -range of skills 
d.emanded of the doctor, the teacher, the 
government ac1ministrator, the labor leader, 
and the business executive. 

The reasons are not far to seek. They lie 
in the explosive rate of technological change 
and the increasing complexity of our social 
organization. Not only a.re the tasks that 
must be performed to keep our society func
tioning ever more intricate and demanding, 
they are constantly changing in character. 
As a result, we are experiencing a great 
variety o! shortages of human resources in 
tlelds requiring high competence and ex
tended training. We are having to become 
more and more concerned with seeking and 
cuitivating talent. We have become more 
conscious of the strategic importance of 
education in our society {pp. 6-7). 

I am also sw·prised that my colleague 
from Arizona has been able to sit 
through the hearings of the subcommit
tee and to read the testimony of a host of 
expert witnesses, not only in this session 
of the Congress but in many sessions. 
which have explained the critical educa
tional shortages and the w·gent need for 
increased Federal financial support for 
schools and then come before the sub
committee and state that the Nati-on's 
schools are being adequately :financed. 

Truly, to sit through th'e hearings 
which have been conducted by the Sub
committee on Education. only to con
clude that our schools are adequately 
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financed, is to have eyes that see not, 
and ears that hear not. 

Mr. President, I should like to call at
tention to a few examples of possible 
statistical misinterpretations of ~Y 
friend from Arizona. 

My colleague stated in his testimony: 
The size of the classroom shortage has 

been a major issue in the continuing debate 
on Federal aid to education. 

He then proceeds to link together a 
series of shortage estimates over the 
last 10 years to show that estimates of 
the shortage have been varied. He does 
not mention that the estimates in the 
first half of the 1950's come from dif
ferent types of procedures than those 
in the last half of the decade and that 
it is statistically incorrect to link these 
in series. 

But, be that as it may, and ignoring 
the fact completely, I wish to call to the 
attention of my colleague that at no time 
during the decade were the estimates of 
the shortage ever less than 132,400. And 
I wish to call to the attention of my col
leagues in the Senate that, by the best 
estimate of the U.S. Office of Education 
in the fall of 1960, our Nation was short 
142,100 classrooms. This is the figure 
that we must keep in our minds-142,100 
classrooms short now, this year. This is 
the best estimate of the present shortage 
and i: wish to call further to the atten
tion of my colleagues that this figure is 
only 200 less th~n it was in the fall of 
1957. It is granted that there be some 
variation in the estimates. This is only 
natural; it is only human, and it should 
be. After all, these are only estimates. 

The only reason that the size of .the 
classroom shortage has been a major 
issue in Federal-aid debates-and I em
phasize the word "size"-has re~ulted 
from the efforts to focus attention upon · 
the precise size of the shortage · as a 
means to divert attention from the actual 
shortage itself. The opponents of Fed
eral aid have contended, in effect, that 
because the exact size of the classroom 
shortage could not be determined and 
pinned down precisely to the very class
room no shortage actually existed. This 
reasoning is preposterous. It is some
what like going out on a broad sandy 
beach and saying, "Since we cannot 
determine actually how many grains of 
sand are on this beach, no sand is here." 

Mr. President, I submit to you that 
very real and tangible shortages of class
rooms and teachers exist in the schools 
of this Nation, and that these shortages 
exist regardless of whether this Congress 
is able to say specifically how many 
teachers or classrooms we are short. The 
point is that these shortages are real; 
they are present today, and they are 
a1Iecting the education and the lives of 
millions of American children. They are 
a1Iecting the future economic strength 
and growth of our Nation. They are af
fecting our future political vigor as a free 
and democratic people. They are a1Iect
ing our future national security and de
fense. They are a1Iecting the future of 
free society and will affect the course of 
world history. 

Let us have eyes that see and ears that 
hear; and let us have minds that can 
clearly discern the facts and apply them 

to speedy remedies with lasting solutions 
to our problems in education. 

How large. is the present shortage of 
classrooms? No one can. pinpoint an 
actual speei:ftc answer to this question 
because the answer depends upon a great 
many judgments and some of them differ 
in judgments. But we can and do have 
a very good estimate of what the short
age is as seen by the chief State school 
officers of the various States. Certainly 
no one is in a better position to estimate 
their shortage of classrooms than are 
these 50 chief State school officers. 

Each year for the past 5 years the 
U.S. Office of Education has compiled 
estimates of the shortages made by the 
chief State school officers in the various 
States. The following are the classroom 
shortage figures that have been reported 
to the U.S. Office of Education: 
Fall 1956-------------------------- 159,000 
Fall 1957---------------- ---------- 142,300 
Fall 1958-------------'"------------ 140, 520 
Fall 1959---- - --------------------- 132,400 
Fall 1960-------------------------- 142, 100 

Two things should be obvious from 
this series of figures to any discerning 
and objective person: One, is that a 
critical shortage of classrooms does exist 
in the Nation at the present time. Two, 
this shortage has remained virtually 
constant over the 5-year period and has 
fluctuated in the neighborhood of 140,-
000 classrooms short. 

What is this classroom shortage doing 
in terms of the education of boys and 
girls of our Nation? I would like to 
quote from a press release dated August 
26, 1959, by Secretary of Health, Educa
tion and Welfare, ArthurS. Flemming, 
rega:rding the effects of the classroom 
shortage on the children of our Nation. 
Mr. Flemming stated: 

However, if we add the 5.9 · million urban 
elementary pupils affected by overcrowding 
merely to the 1.8 million pupils enrolled in 
excess of capacity throughout the Nation, 
we have a figure approaching 8 million. 

We know, however, that this is by no 
means- the total number of pupils affected 
by crowding since it does rio·t take into ac
count additional pupils affected in this way 
in any high school or in any rural school, 
either elementary or secondary, anywhere in 
the country. 

Even this is not the only disturbing effect 
of the classroom shortage. For in addition 
to pupils reported as excess in the national 
study, there are more than 2 million others 
estimated as housed in obsolete or otherwise 
inadequate buildings. By these measure
ments alone, therefore, . the number of 
pupils whose education is being impaired in 
varying degrees by the classroom shortage 
i.s about 10 million. 

In his testimony, the Senator from 
Arizona also raised the question: "How 
serious is the teacher shortage?" He 
began his answer to this question with 
the following sentence: 

Here again we are confronted with highly 
suspect statistics. 

He later adds: 
They indicate to me that much of the so

called data con~ists of poetry and propaganda 
rather than objective research. At any rate, 
if we use these dubious statistics, they point 
only to the conclusi!)n th~t the so-called 
need for Federal aid to education has been 
greatly exaggerated by_ its proponents. 

The Senator then o1Iered some statis
tics of his own of which he said: 

Actually, the figures seem to indicate that 
education has made great strides in meeting 
its manpower needs. Over the past 30 years, 
the number of employees in all forms of 
public education, both lower and higher, in
creased 140 percent while employment in 
private industry rose by only 45 percent; but 
employment in public education rose at the 
same rate as the population of the United 
States as a whole-45 percent. 

Exactly what these increases in per
centages are intended to contribute to 
clarifying the present shortage of teach
ers is impossible for me to see. The 
Senator's entire comparison is complete
ly irrelevant to the question that he 
raises of "How serious is the teacher 
shortage?" Comparing the percentage 
of increase of employment of teachers 
with the percentage of increase in private 
industry over the past 30 years, tells ab
solutely nothing about the seriousness 
of the present shortage of teachers. 

The Senator from Arizona in his testi
mony completely ignored the careful 
work of the research division of the Na
tional Education Association in attempt
ing to develop accurate and reliable esti
mates on teacher supply and demand of 
the public schools of the Nation. For 
the past 13 years the NEA Research Di
vision in close cooperation with the 
authorities in the State departments of 
education in the various States have 
attempted to estimate, as accurately as 
possible, the shortage of teachers on a.n 
annual basis. The latest report esti
mates that the Nation's public elemen
tary and secondary schools were short 
approximately 135,000 classroom teach
ers in September 1960. 

It is impossible to say that this 135,000 
figure is the actual shortage of classroom 
teachers in the Nation. However, it is 
reasonable to say that this is a reliable 
estimate of the classroom shortage. Cer
tainly the existence of a shortage of 
classroom teachers is widely recognized 
throughout the Nation. Every major 
survey of education that has been made 
in recent years has pointed to the short
age of well-qualified teachers as a deter
rent to quality education of American 
children. For example, the Rockefeller 
Brothers Fund report on education, "The 
Pursuit of Excellence-Education, the 
Future of America" stated: 

No educational system can be better than 
its teachers. Yet we face severe problems 
both in supply of teachers at all levels and 
in their quality (p. 23). 

There can be no reasonable doubt that 
a chronic shortage of well-qualified 
teachers exists in this country, that it 
has existed since at least the start of 
World War II. Prompt action by the 
Congress is needed to help eliminate 
this shortage by providing grants to the 
States that can be used for teachers' 
salaries. But my colleague from Arizona 
by using a familiar technique of select
ing the base year of 1929 in comparing 
the increases of teachers' salaries with 
those of other workers implies that the 
teachers are being paid adequately at the 
present time. He says nothing about the 
relative increase in the professional qual
ifications required of teachers in 1960 
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as compared to 1929 or of their relative 
standing in 1929 to their _relative stand- . 
ing compar-ed with other pr.ofessions in 
1960. Actually these comparisons like 
his former comparisons tell nothing 
about whether or not teachers are being 
paid adequately at the present time. The 
question that confronts the Senate is: 
Are teachers being paid adequately to
day? The answer is "No.'' 

Ample testimony has been presented 
to the Subcommittee on Education to 
show that other professions with similar 
educational requirements to teaching 
have averaged earnings that are double 
the average teacher's salary. It is true, 
teachers, salaries average slightly higher 
at the present time than the average of 
all workers, but school boards are not 
competing for the average worker with 
less than 12 years of schooling. As Dr. 
Sam M. Lambert, director of the re
search division of the National Educa
tion Association, recently stated before 
the Subcommittee on Education: 

The typical teacher in the ·enited States 
is no longer a sweet young thing in her early 
twenties who lives with her mother and fa
ther at no cost to herself . She is not a per
son with only 2 years of college training. 
Her working day is not a 6-hour arrange
ment, and she doesn't always h a ve a 3-
month vacation, even without pay. 

This typical teacher in the American pub
lic school is both mature and well educated. 
This person is about 43 years of age, has 
gone to college 4 .7 years, and has taught 
school for 13 years. One summer in three 
this teacher goes back to college at his or her 
own expense. During the school year this 
teacher averages a 45-to-50-hour week in 
teaching. grading papers, and planning work 
for the days· ahead. With this much college 
training and experience. and at an age when 
the worker should be getting somewhere, the 
typical teacher's salary is likely to be $5,200. 

In his testimony, Dr. Lambert went on 
to point out that despite improvements 
in teachers' salaries in recent years, we 
are not as well o1I in recruiting able per
sons for teaching as we have been in for
mer years. As teachers' salaries have 
increased so have the salaries of other 
occupations which tend to attract poten
tial teachers. We must remember that 
teachers' salaries must be compared to 
professions where, like teaching, 46 per
cent of the professionals have 4 years of 
college and 35 percent have 5 years or 
more of college training. How does 
teaching compare with other professions 
in terms of salaries? Dr. Lambert 
answered this question by providing the 
latest comparable figures available from 
the U.S. Bureau of the Census, for 1958. 
He stated: 

The average earnings of physicians, law
yers, and dentists was $13,457. The average 
for engineers was $9,647. The composite 
average for 17 professions requiring college 
graduation was $9,439. The comparable fig
ure for public-school teachers the same year 
was $4,827. 

Persons in other professions not only start 
out with higher earnings, they are much far
ther ahead after 10 years on the job. Men 
engineers just out of college, for example, 
start at an average of $6,120; accountants at 
$5,352; sales personnel at $5,280; but teach
ers at only $3,900. 

Truly, in light of such evidence, to 
contend that teachers are paid ade-

quately. and commensurate with their re
sponsibility, their training, and their ex- . 
perienee is to })ave a sustained and deter
mined will not to see the facts that are 
before one's eyes. 

It is surprising indeed to find sueh 
lack of vision Every major study of 
educational needs in recent years has 
called special attention to the need for 
increased teachers' salaries. In a press 
release dated May 2!, 1959, acompanying 
the President's Science Advisory Com
mittee report entitled, "Education for an 
Age in Science," President Eisenhower 
stat ed: 

One subject discussed in this report war
rants special emphasis-the importance of 
raising the standards of our teachers in their 
communities. Higher sala ries are a first 
requirement, but we need also to recognize 
the great importance of what teachers do 
and to accord them the encouragement, 
understanding. and recognition which will 
help to make the teaching profession attrac
tive to increasin g numbers of first-rate 
p-eople. 

The need for increased teachers' sal
aries as they relate to the professions 
was emphasized in the Rockefeller 
Brothers Fund report on education, "The 
Pursuit of Excellence--Education and 
the Future of America." The report 
stated: 

The root problem of the teaching profes
sion remains financial. More perhaps than 
a n y other profession, teaching needs dedi
cated men and women to whom pay is not 
an overriding con.o:;ideration, but until we 
pay teachers at least as well as the middle 
echelon of executives we cannot expect the 
profession to attract its full share of the 
:nrai1able range of talents. Salaries must be 
ra!sed immediately and substantially (pp. 
25-56). 

There can be no doubt that teachers' 
salaries are far too low for the present 
and future good of our Nation. And the 
future outlook for the possibilities of 
moving to significantly higher salaries 
for teachers in the immediate future is 
dim indeed. With the backlog of de
mands on State and local governments 
and with the increasing impact of their 
taxes on their ability to attract and to 
keep industry, States are not prepared to 
pay teachers the going rate for the high 
quality college trained persons needed. 
Help from the Federal Government 
through a broad support program is 
imperative. This is the only logical con
clusion that one can draw from the facts 
when they are considered calmly, im
passionately, and objectively. However, 
my colleague from Arizona comes not 
to this conclusion but to the following 
conclusion, and I quote from his testi
mony: 

To me it is plain that, judged from any of 
the relevant criteria which I have set forth 
above, there is no "crises in education" and 
no justification for extending the activities 
of the Central Government into. that area 
as the administration's bill, S. 1021, would do. 

Yet after denying that any need exists, 
the Senator from Arizona declared that 
his proposal would meet it lretter. 

My friend from Arizona said, in refer
ence to the proposal he supports, that

I shall take Secretary Blbieotr at hta word 
and describe to you a program which Will 

m a ke- available to every community i.n the 
United States sufficient funds to enable each 
of them, if their citizens so desire. to meet · 
all of their school needs even as determined 
on the basis of the SecretaTy's own esti
mates. · That -program is embodied in title 
n of my bill, s. 991. Its .enactment would 
make all the alternative plans !or Federal 
aid to education which are under serious 
considerat ion by this committee irrelevant 
and unnecessary. 

Mr. P1·esident, I have studied careful
ly S. 991 introduced by the Senator from 
Arizona. I have heard his testimony, I 
have read it, and have gone back to 
study S. 991 again. And 1 must confess 
to you that I am puzzled .as to the pur
pose that my friend from ArizDna had · 
in introducing this- bill in the U.S. Sen
ate. It has very aptly been described as 
o1Iering Federal control of education 
with no Federal aid. 

The distinguished Senator from Ari
zona described title II of S. 991 in the 
following words: 

My proposal will provide the means for 
solving additional school problems, if they 
really exist, but it will leave the determina
tion of this question where it properly be
longs-with the State and local communi
ties-and not with the Federal Government. 
The basic problem, if there is one, is nnan
cial. If State and local governments in some 
parts of the country ar.e unable to keep 
pace with their •school needs it is because 
the Federal taxing power has preempted. 
State and local sources of revenue. Hence, 
the proper approach is to compel the Fed
eral Government to restore to the States 
and localities at least a portion of the tax 
resources which it has taken away. This 
is precisely what my measure will do. 

The proposal is a simple one. Every home
owner. every owner of real estate in the 
United States pays a real property tax to his 
local community government. .In most cases, 
a substantial part of this tax is used to meet 
tile primary and secondary school needs of 
the eommunity whether for new construc
tion or for maintenance, teachers' salaries or 
other past or current school costs. It would 
merely provide that .every taxpayer who pays 
a school tax -on his real property or as a part 
of his real estate tax, shall after having cal
culated the amount of Federal income tax 
which he must pay Uncle Sam, be permitted 
to subtract from the Federal income tax 
which he owes, the full amount of such 
school property tax, or such proportion of it 
as will result in a total additional tax benefit 
to these taxpayers of between $3 and $4 
billion. 

The Senator went on to say that in his 
bill the tax credit would be limited to 
$100 against the taxpayers net Federal · 
income tax. This tax credit would be in 
addition to the amount that the taxpayer 
would have retained as a result of pre
viously counting the $100 as a tax deduc
tion in the same manner that he would 
have deducted his other State and local 
taxes. The Senator used the following 
example of how his program would work: 

A taxpayer who has paid $200 in school 
taxes as part of the local real property tax 
on his home, and is in the 20-percent Fed
eral income-tax· bracket, realizes a saving of 
$40. My proposal would retain this present 
practice, but, in addition, would permit him 
to take a $100 credit against what he owed 
Uncle Sam, i.e., against his net Federal in
come tax. Hence, instead of a saving of $40, 
the homeowner under my proposal would 
sav~ $140 of the $200 he paid in school taxes 
Gn his home. 
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The Senator then went on in his testi

mony to state: 
The concrete advantages o! this approach 

are overwhelming. 

The concrete advantages of this ap
proach are overwhelming. 

He then enumerated several of these 
so-called advantages, and herein, if we 
are to believe that our friend from Ari
zona is serious, lies the fallacy in S. 991 
and an amendment. For it would fail 
to do the things which its author claims 
for it. 

First of all, the bill is proposed as an 
aid-to-education measure which, as the 
Senator from Arizona claimed in his tes
timony, "would make all the alternative 
plans for Federal aid to education which 
are under serious consideration by this 
committee irrelevant and unnecessary." 

Actually title II of S. 991 and the 
amendment is not an aid-to-education 
measure. There is nothing in this title 
of the substitute which would assure that 
$1 of the Senator's estimated $3 to 
$4 billion loss in Federal tax revenue 
would be spent for improved educational 
benefits for children. 

As my friend points out: 
The tax benefits provided would go directly 

to approximately 40 million taxpayers, in
cluding about 34 mlllion homeowners. 

Of course, the Senator does not say 
anything about the more than 20 million 
other American families who either rent 
or lease their homes. It might be argued 
that there would be tax relief for the 
landlords but one would have to stretch 
a point pretty far to see the landlord, 
after subtracting $100 from his Fed
eral income tax bill, passing the savings 
along to his tenant. 

The Senator states indirectly that 
under his bill the money subtracted from 
Federal income tax returns would not 
necessarily go to education but if the 
local citizens decided, they could use the 
funds to pave their streets, improve their 
fire or police departments, expand their 
medical facilities, if this is what they 
believe their State and locality needs to 
do most urgently. It would have been 
more appropriate for the Senator to have 
said that the Federal revenue lost under 
this program need not be spent for any 
public service of any kind and in all 
probability this would be exactly what 
would become of the $3 to $4 billion loss 
to the Federal Treasury. 

Thus, it would require an actual in
crease in the Federal tax rates to make 
up for this revenue loss. And at the 
same time property tax rates would al
so have to be increased in local com
munities if any of the Federal taxes 
given to local taxpayers were to find 
their way into school budgets. This is 
about as cumbersome and unrealistic a 
procedure as could be devised. The pos
sibilities of realistically meeting school 
needs by such an arrangement are 
small. 

One of the biggest claims made for 
the substitute by its author is that

With the Federal Government completely 
excluded from the program, there would be 
no danger of Federal control over education. 

In this statement the Senator is re
ferring to title II. But I caution my 
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colleagues not to be misled by protesta
tions that there would be "no danger of 
Federal control over education" if it were 
enacted into law. 

Read the entire bill, read title I as well 
as title II of the amendment, and then 
see if you agree with the assertion by 
the Senator from Arizona. Read fo:r 
yourselves title I and you will see it to 

. be one of the surest and swiftest ways 
to bring about a subtle but effective 
control of the secondary schools of our 
Nation. 

Title I would provide a national schol
arship program of 1,000 scholarships 
annually. It would establish a national 
scholarship board appointed by the 
President with the advice and consent of 
the Senate to be composed of the fol
lowing: First, five members who were 
recognized scholars in any of the fol
lowing fields: engineering, mathematics, 
or science; second, five members who 
were recognized scholars in the field of 
humanities; third, three members from 
such fields of endeavor as the President 
deems appropriate. It would be the duty 
of the board to make rules and regu
lations as it deemed necessary to carry 
out the bill. The board would be re
sponsible for setting up and administer
ing an achievement test for testing the 
scholarship applicants. Those who re
ceive the highest awards on the test 
would be awarded national scholarships. 

But I call the careful attention of Sen
ators to the fact that to be eligible to 
compete for a national scholarship an 
individual would have to be in his last 
academic year of secondary school or 
hold a certificate of graduation from a 
secondary school and most important, he 
must have completed-or be complet
ing-the following: 

First. Four academic years of study in 
English. 

Second. Three academic years of 
study in mathematics. 

Third. Three academic years of study 
in history. 

Fourth. Three academic years of 
study in foreign language. 

Fifth. Three academic years of study 
in science, in Greek, or in Latin. 

In his statement printed in the CoN
GRESSIONAL RECORD Of February 20, 1961, 
upon the introduction of S. 991, the Sen
ator stated in reference to these scholar
ship provisions that they were primarily 
designed to establish a set of voluntary 
secondary school scholastic standards 
which can serve as a guide and a beacon 
for both the high schools of the Nation 
and for the parents of America. Refer
ring to the alleged educational benefits 
of the scholarship provision the Senator 
stated: 

Most important, it wm expose the weak
nesses in some of our secondary schools 
while at the same time revealing the 
strength in others. 

The American public will assess the re
sults of these examinations. A school which 
consistently !ails to qualify its students for 
participation in the examination, or whose 
students consistently fail to secure any of 
the scholarships wm come under intensive 
critical scrutiny. 

It is important to remember that the 
1,000 Federal scholarships awarded an
nually would be sufficient to average less 

than 1 to every 18 high schools in the 
country. 

The substitute amendment has fur
ther defects. 

First. It would encourage fiscal ir
responsibility in that it wouid · tend to 
give the impression that _citizens in lo
cal communities were passing on to the 
Federal Government the cost of building 
school buildings. 

Second. It would tend to put money 
where the wealth is; not where the chil
dren are to be educated. In effect, it 
would be the equivalent of a Federal ap
propriation of $3 or $4 billion-accord
ing to the Senator's estimate-distrib
uted not to States but to localities on 
the fiat grant basis of $100 per local 
property taxpayer on the average. No 
consideration would be given to the fis
cal capacity of the locality or the State 
to support education. 

Only the number of property taxpay
ers would be considered in distributing 
these funds, not the number of children 
to be educated. No measure of the fis
cal capacity of the State or school dis
trict would be taken into consideration 
in distributing this vast amount of Fed
eral fun.ds. No equalization of educa
tional opportunity would be• considered 
either among States or among localities . 
within States. 

Third. It would tend to disrupt State 
school construction programs in States 
where school construction is financed 
by State funds. Thus, it would tend to 
disturb State aid programs designed to 
raise the level of education in many of 
the poor school districts. It would tend 
to discourage State support of school 
construction, since taxpayers could not 
subtract such State funds from their 
Federal income tax return. 

Fourth. It would offer little or no re
lief to school districts in States which 
have complicated legal structures or · 
constitutional debt or millage limits. In 
some cases it would be impossible for a 
single dollar of this program to go for 
increased school funds. Statutory and 
constitutional millage limits and debt 
limits would have to be overhauled to 
permit sizable increases in property 
taxes. Such changes would be virtually 
impossible in many cases. But where 
property tax rates were at or near their 
maximum limit, there would be no way 
that additional property taxes could be 
collected. 

Fifth. It would tend to exaggerate 
both the local and the Federal tax rates 
and to keep the overall tax figures high. 
At best, one must conclude that the 
amendment goes the long way around to 
do nothing for schools and as I have 
pointed out before, it would provide no 
assurance that any of the money given 
away in the tax credit plan would be 
added to education. 

After studying the amendment, I am 
surprised to find my friend from Arizona, 
whom I have heard so many times de
nounce Federal aid programs as being 
giveaway programs and programs de
signed to promote fiscal irresponsibility, 
come up with a scheme whereby the 
Federal Government becomes a donor of 
the sum of $3 to $4 billion to be 
given to property taxpayers in every 
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community across the Nation. Further
more, I am surprised to find that my 
friend would propose a measure which 
he asserts would aid education but which 
would not assure that a single dollar 
would be spent to strengthen the schools 
of our Nation. Moreover, I am surprised 
that my friend declares that State and 
local control of education must be main
tained but provide a Federal prescrip
tion of the curriculum of secondary 
schools and of a board designed to set 
standards for secondary schools. 

. half of his high school graduating class, 
and his family was in the income group 
of $9,000 or more, he was more likely to 
go to college than if he were in the upper 
one-fourth of his class and a member of 
a family with an income of less than 
$5,000. 

Mr. President, to sum up major points 
of title II of the Goldwater substitute. 
It proposes to allow an income tax de
duction-not to exceed $2,000-for col
lege expenses paid by a taxpayer for 
himself, his spouse, or his dependents. 
Expenses would cover tuition and fees, 
books and supplies, and meals and lodg
ing-up to $90 a month for an individ
ual living away from home and up to 
$45 for an individual living at home. 
Expenses taken into account would be 
reduced by the amount of any scholar
ships. 

The amount allowable as a deduction 
would be reduced by the amount by which 
the "taxabl~ income" of the taxpayer 
exceeds $10,1)00 if single or married and 
filing a separate return, or $20,000 if 
married and filing a joint return, or a 
head of household, or surviving spouse. 
Thus, no deduction would be allowed to 
single taxpayers whose "taxable income" 
reaches $12,000 and to married persons 
whose "taxable income" reaches $22,000. 

Since "taxable income" is income after 
deductions and personal exemptions, the 
$10,000 and $20,000 levels at which the 
deduction would begin to be reduced 
would be the equivalent in terms of an 
adjusted gross income of almost $12,-
000-$11,777-for a single individual and 
almost $25,000-$24,888-for a married 
person with two children, assuming de
ductions were about 10 percent of gross 
income. Since the bulk of taxpayers are 
below these income levels most taxpayers 
would be able to deduct college expenses, 
without reduction, up to the maximum 
$2,000 limit. It is estimated that the ' 
annual revenue loss to the Federal Gov
ernment at present income levels result
ing from the proposed deduction would 
be about $800 million. 

As President Kennedy indicated in his 
special message on education, our desire 
is that every talented young person who 
has the ability to pursue a program of 
higher education be able to do so, if he 
chooses, regardless of his financial 
means. An estimated one-third of our 
brightest high school graduates are un
able to go to college principally for fi
nancial reasons. It is highly doubtful, 
however, that a deduction for college ex
penses along the lines proposed by the 
amendment would be the best means 
of helping these talented and needy 
young persons in meeting the financial 
problem. A study made in recent years 
points out that it is two and a half times 
as likely that a child will go to college 
if his parents' income is in excess of 
$9,000 than if it is less than $5,000. Fur
ther, the striking fact was revealed that 
if a youth were academically in the lower 

Families not financially able to send 
their children to college even with the 
tax allowance would receive no benefit 
under the amendment. In many cases 
the tax benefit derived from even as 
generous a deduction as proposed would 
not be su:flicient to be a deciding factor 
in whether the child goes to college. 
Moreover, persons whose incomes do not 
exceed their present exemptions and 
deductions could not receive any benefit 
from the new deduction. This would in
clude many students who supplement 
scholarships by vacation and part-time 
employment while attending college. 

Large families with low incomes would 
receive little or no benefit while families 
of fairly substantial means who would 
send their children to college in any 
event would get the most relief. The 
effect of the deduction proposed by the 
Goldwater substitute amendment in sav
ings to taxpayers would vary with the 
taxpayer's bracket rate. For single per
sons and married persons the tax sav
ing would range from 20 cents on the 
dollar at the bottom bracket to about 
38 cents on the dollar in the highest 
income brackets eligible to receive any 
deduction. For a head of household the 
range is from 20 to 47 cents on the 
dollar. 

If the Federal Government is to give 
assistance to talented and needy young 
people, a program of direct aid along the 
lines proposed by President Kennedy 
would be the most efficient and eco
nomical means of providing such assist
ance. The President has proposed 
specifically a 5-year program of State
administered scholarships for talented 
and needy young people which will sup
plement the private and public scholar
ships and loan programs established by 
numerous States, private sources, and 
the student loan program under the Na
tional Defense Education Act. These 
scholarships would be open to all young 
persons, solely on the basis of their 
ability-as determined on a competitive 
basis-and their financial need. The 
President's program would provide 25,-
000 scholarships the first year, 37,500 
the second year, and 50,000 for each suc
ceeding year. The amendment proposes 
in title I a small scholarship program of 
1,000 scholarships a year beginning in 
1962. 

Also, in recognition of the fact that 
tuition and fees do not normally cover 
the institution's actual expenses in 
educating the student, additional allow
ances to the college or university attend
ed would accompany each scholarship 
to enable these institutions to accept the 
additional students without charging an 
undue increase in fees or suffering an 
undue financial loss. It has been gen
erally recognized that the full benefits 
of a deduction for college tuition would 
not necessarily accrue in the long run 
to taxpayers since colleges could be ex-

pected to increase their tuition charges. 
In fact, some proponents of. a deduction 
for college tuition have urged its adop
tion on the grounds that such a deduc
tion would make it possible for colleges 
to increase their tuition without addi
tional costs to parents and others who 
pay the tuition. 

Mr. President, title II of the amend
ment proposes a tax credit against Fed
eral income tax, limited to $100, for real 
property taxes paid for support of pub
lic elementary and secondary education. 
The tax credit would be allowed in ad
dition to the present deduction for prop
erty taxes allowed · under the income 
tax and therefore would be available to 
taxpayers whether they itemize their de
ductions or use the standard deduction. 
If the amount allowed as a credit plus 
the saving by reason of the deduction 
exceeds the total amount of the prop
erty tax, however, the credit is reduced 
by the amount of the excess. 

The bill does not limit the credit to 
individuals, but since a tax credit of 
$100 would be of little significance to 
corporations, the discussion here is di
rected toward the effect of the credit 
upon individuals. 

Under the present Federal income tax 
an individual who itemizes his deduc
tions is allowed to deduct from gross 
income all State and local property 
taxes, including those for school pur
poses. The benefit which a taxpayer 
derives from the deduction depends upon 
his income tax bracket and ranges from 
20 cents on the dollar in the lowest 
bracket to 91 cents in the top bracket. 

The amendment proposes that an in
dividual be allowed, in addition to the 
present deduction, a dollar for dollar off
set against his Federal income tax for 
property taxes-up to $100-paid for the 
financing of public schools. For ex
ample, a taxpayer who has paid $200 of 
taxes and is in the 20-percent Federal 
income tax bracket has a $40-tax saving 
under the present deduction and under 
the proposal would have in addition a 
$100 credit against his income tax. 

The Federal Government in effect 
would reimburse the taxpayer $140 of 
the $200 he paid in school taxes. Thus, 
a significant portion of the costs of pub
lic schools would be shifted to the Fed
era! Government. All homeowners, 
who are contributing to the support of 
public schools, however, would not be 
able to benefit fully from the proposed 
credit. Many persons who own prop
erty incur no Federal income tax lia
bility because their incomes are below 
taxable levels. Older persons, for ex
ample, who own a home may pay no 
Federal income tax because of low in
comes or because of the double exemp
tion and other special relief provisions 
for the aged. 

Some property taxpayers would not be 
able to take advantage of the credit be
cause school revenues in many jurisdic
tions are from general fund appropria
tions and the taxpayer cannot identify 
the amounts derived from property 
taxes. 

In States which finance schools large
ly from sources other than the property 
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tax, taxpayers who are supporting the 
schools through payment of nonproperty 
taxes may not pay as much as $100· of 
property taxes for school purposes, and 
therefore would not get full benefit of 
the credit. The extent to which State
local school revenues are derived from 
property taxes varies widely from State 
to State. For the country as a whole a 
little more than 50 percent of total 
state-local school revenues comes from 
property taxes. This includes taxes on 
both real and personal property. The 
proposed tax credit relates only to real 
property taxes. In the various States 
the percentages ranged from 5.2 percent 
in Delaware to 91.3 percent in Nebraska 
in 1957-58-table 1. 

States in which less than 20 percent of 
total State-local school revenues was de
rived from property tax were New 
Mexico, 15 percent, and North Caro
lina, 18 percent. Dependence on the 
property tax was in the range of 20 to 
30 percent in 6 States, all of which are 
Southern States with the exception of 
Washington-Alabama, Georgia, Louisi
ana, South Carolina, and Tennessee. 
Other States which are below the na
tional average of 50 percent are Arkan
sas, Maryland, Florida, Kentucky, Mis
sissippi, and Pennsylvania. 

This wide variation in reliance on the 
property tax for school revenues re
sults from a number of factors. Some 
States have taken over large responsi
bility for financing of schools and the 
States' revenues are derived from non
property tax sources. In Delaware, for 
example, 94 percent of total school rev
enues is provided by legislative appro
priation from the State general fund 
none of which is derived from property 
taxes. In North Carolina 69 percent of 
total school revenues is provided from 
State general fund appropriations. In 
Alabama and New Mexico where more 
than 70 percent of total school revenues 
is provided by the State, the State's 
school revenues are almost entirely de
rived from earmarked nonproperty taxes. 
Even though the local share of school 
revenues may be financed mainly by 
property taxes in some of these States, 
many homeowners will not pay as much 
as $100 of property taxes for school pur
poses. 

Some States have authorized local 
boards of education to secure school 
revenues from local nonproperty taxes, 
including income, sales, and various 
other types of taxes. In Alabama, for ex
ample, several counties levY sales taxes 
and gasoline taxes for specific school 
purposes which are shared with any in
dependent city school system within 
their borders. In Pennsylvania local 
districts of the second, third, and fourth 
classes are authorized to levY any tax of 
the nonproperty kind which is not being 
levied by the State. Revenues from 
nonproperty tax sources now account for 
approximately 23 percent of local school 
revenue. These nonproperty taxes in
clude such taxes as income, per capita, 
amusement, severance, real estate trans
fer, mercantile, and occupational. 

From what I have said, it is obvious 
that the proposed tax credit would dis-

criminate against residents of States 
which over the years have developed 
sources other than property taxes as a 
means of financing schools. If such a 
credit were allowed, there might be some 
tendency for State and local govern
ments to make more use of the property 
tax in school financing in order to make 
certain that their taxpayers got the full 
benefit of the tax credit against Federal 
income taxes. 

The proposed tax credit would also 
be inequitable in that it would be avail
able only to owners of property and not 
to renters, even though renters may pay 
the tax. 

A further disadvantage of the proposed 
tax credit would be the fact that the 
relief granted to taxpayers in particular 
States and localities by the proposed tax 
credit would bear no direct relation to 
the current need for Federal assistance 
to public schools in the States. It is esti
mated that the credit would cost the 
Federal Government about $2 billion an
nually at present income levels. This 
amount of Federal funds if distributed 
along the lines proposed in the admin
istration's program of Federal aid would 
give a considerable amount of assistance 
where most needed. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that there be inserted in the RECORD 
at this point a table showing the per
centage of public school revenues derived 
from property taxes. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
Percentage of public school revenues (State 

and local) derived from property taxes, 
1957-58 

[Percent from property tax] 
State: 

U.S. aggregate __________________ 54.1 
70 percent and over: Arizona __________________________ 70.0 

ColoradO------------------------- 74.5 Connecticut ______________________ 72. 2 

Illinois--------------------------- 70. 0 
Indiana--------~----------------- 70.0 
Io~a----------------------------- 85.5 E(ansas ___________________________ 77.7 
~ontana _________________________ 72.9 
Nebraska _________________________ 91.3 
Ne~ Hampshire __________________ 84. 6 
Ne~ Jersey _______________________ 72.0 
Rhode Island ____________________ 71. 3 
South Dakota ____________________ 81. 4 
Wisconsin ________________________ 78.2 

50 to 70 percent: 
California ________________________ 58. 6 

IdahO---------------------------- 68.0 
~aine ____________________________ 67.0 
~ichigan _________________________ 50. 7 

~innesota-------------·---------- 55. 2 
~issourL--------------·---------- 55. 4 
Nevada----------------·---------- 51. 9 
Ne~York ________________________ 58.7 

OhiO----------------------------- 67.8 Oklahoma ________________________ 51. 2 

Texas---------------------------- 51.0 
Utah------------------·---------- 54.4 
Vermont------------------------- 66.0 Virginia ___ ,.. ______________________ 59. 8 
Wyoming ______________ , __________ 66. 9 

30 to 50 percent: Arkansas _________________________ 44.8 
~aryland ________________________ 48.3 

~orida----------·---------------- 35.2 
leentuckY------------------------ 86.8 
~ississippL ______________________ 34. 1 

Pennsylvania----·---------------- 37.9 

Percentage of public school revenues (State 
and local) derived from property taxes, 
1957-58--continued 

(Percent from property tax) 
State: 

20 to 30 percent: Alabama _________________________ 22.0 
Cieorgia __________________________ 24.0 
Louisiana ________________________ 25.0 

South Carolina ___ ---------------- 27. 7 Tennessee ________________________ 28.4 
Washington ______________________ 26.1 

Less than 20 percent: 
Dela~are_________________________ 5. 2 
Ne~ ~exico ______ ---------------- 14. 9 
North Carolina ___ ---------------- 18. 2 

Source: Office of Education "Public School 
Finance Programs of the United States," 
1957-58. 

Mr. President, I ask the Senate to re
ject the Goldwater amendment on the 
basis of the broad principles of opposi
tion I have raised to it; namely, the 
philosophic approach of the amendment, 
the tax remission theory of the amend
ment, the fact that there is no guarantee 
that any money which is saved to the 
individual person will actually be added 
to what the State would otherwise spend 
for educational purposes. There is no 
assurance it will not go for some other 
purpose. 

In my judgment, it also does not have 
what I call a principle of sound uni
formity in the application of the equal
ization formula. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I yield 
back the rest of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
on the amendment has been yielded back. 

The question is on agreeing to the sub
stitute amendment of the Senator from 
Arizona [Mr. GOLDWATER], as modified. 
On this question the yeas and nays have 
been ordered, and the clerk will call the 
roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT <when his name was 
called). On this vote I have a pair with 
the junior Senator from Texas [Mr. 
BLAKLEY]. If he were present and 
voting, he would vote "yea." If I were 
at liberty to vote, I would vote ''nay." 
I withhold my vote. 

The rollcall was concluded. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. I announce that 

the Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD], 
the Senator from Alaska [Mr. GRUE
NING], the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 
McGEE]. and the Senator from Okla
homa [Mr. MoNRONEY] are absent on 
official business. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ] is absent be
cause of illness. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from Texas [Mr. BLAKLEY] is necessarily 
absent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Alaska 
[Mr. GRUENING], the Senator from 
Oklahoma [Mr. MONRONEY], the Senator 
from New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ], and the 
Senator from Wyoming [Mr. McGEE] 
would each vote "nay." 

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the 
Senator from Colorado [Mr. ALLOTT] and 
the Senator from Kansas [Mr. CARLSON] 
are necessarily absent. 
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The Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIRK
SEN] is absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 
WILEY] is detained on official business. 

On this vote the Senator from Colorado 
[Mr. ALLOTT] is paired with the Senator 
from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSENJ. If present 
and voting, the Senator from Colorado 
would vote "yea," and the Senator from 
Illinois would vote "nay." 

The result was announced-yeas 10, 
nays 79, as follows: 

Bennett 
Bridges 
Capehart 
Curtis 

Aiken 
Anderson 
Bartlett 
Beall 
Bible 
Boggs 
Burdick 
Bush 
Butler 
Byrd, W . Va. 
Cannon 
Carroll 
Case, N.J. 
Case, S. Dak. 
Church 
Clark 
Cooper 
Cotton 
Dodd 
Douglas 
Dworshak 
Ellender 
Engle 
Ervin 
Fong 
Gore 
Hart 

All ott 
Blakley 
Byrd, va. 
Carlson 

(No.49] 
YEAS-10 

Eastland 
Goldwater 
Hruska 
Schoeppel 

NAYS-79 
Hartke 
Hayden 
Hickenlooper 
Hickey 
HUl 
Holland 
Humphrey 
Jackson 
Javits 
Johnston 
Jordan 
Keating 
Kefauver 
Kerr 
Kuchel 
Lausche 
Long, Mo. 
Long, Hawaii 
Long, La. 
McCarthy 
McClellan 
McNamara 
Magnuson 
Mansfield 
Metcalf 
Miller 
Morse 

Stennis 
Thurmond 

Morton 
Moss 
Mundt 
Muskie 
Neuberger 
Pastore 
Pell 
Prouty 
Proxmire 
Randolph 
Robertson 
Russell 
Saltonstall 
Scott 
Smathers 
Smith, Mass. 
Smith, Maine 
Sparkman 
Symington 
Talmadge 
Williams, N.J. 
Williams, Del. 
Yarborough 
Young, N. Dak. 
Young, Ohio 

NOT VOTING-11 
Chavez 
Dirksen 
Fulbright 
Groening 

McGee 
Monroney 
.Wiley 

So Mr. GOLDWATER'S amendment in 
the nature of a substitute, as modified, 
was rejected. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I 
offer my amendment 5-16-61-D, and 
ask that it be stated and made the pend
ing business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment of the Senator from Arizona 
will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 2, 
lines 5 through 7, it is proposed to strike 
out "to employ needed additional public 
school teachers and pay them adequate 
salaries". 

On page 13, lines 19 through 25, strike 
out all of paragraph (2) and insert in 
lieu thereof the following: 

(2) provides that such allotment, except 
for sums used in accordance with sections 
108 and 109, shall be used exclusively for the 
construction of public school facilities. 

On page 14, lines 5 and 6, strike out 
"to be used for school facilities construc
tion". 

On page 14, beginning with the comma 
on line 11, strike out everything down 
through line 16 and insert in lieu thereof 
a period. 

On page 16, lines 3 and 4, strike out 
"or for the payment of teachers' sal
aries". 

On page 16, lines 8 and 9, strike out 
"with respect to funds specified for school 

construction or teachers' salaries, as the 
case may be". 

On page 22, lines 5 through 10, strike 
out paragraphs 00) and (11). 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 
Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, will the 

Senator from Arizona yield, in order that 
I may propound a question to the ma
jority leader? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I am happy to 
yield. 

Mr. KUCHEL. I desire to ask the able 
majority leader what his plans are for 
the remainder of the evening and for 
the work of the session tomorrow. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, in 
response to the questions raised by the 
acting minorjty leader, there will be no 
more yea-and-nay votes tonight. It is 
my intention, after discussing this sub
ject with the distinguished Senator from 
Arizona [Mr. GoLDWATER] and other 
Senators, at this time to propound a 
unanimous-consent request that on the 
pending amendment, 2 hours be allowed, 
1 hour to each side, 1 hour to be con
trolled by the Senator from Arizona 
[Mr. GoLDWATER] and 1 hour by the 
Senator from Oregon [Mr. MoRSE]. 

Mr. JA VITS. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, is a morning hour 
scheduled for tomorrow? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. There will be a 
morning hour. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. 
President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I yield. 
Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Will the 

2 hours begin to run tomorrow, or will 
it start tonight? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. No, the 2 hours 
will start tomorrow at the conclusion of 
the morning hour. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 

The unanimous-consent agreement 
was subsequently reduced to writing, as 
follows: 

Ordered, That further debate on the Gold
water amendment numbered 5-16-61-D, be 
limited to two hours, after the conclusion 
of morning business on Wednesday, May 24, 
1961, to be equally divided between the Sen
ator from Arizona [Mr. GOLDWATER] and the 
Senator from Oregon (Mr. MoRSE] May 23, 
1961. 

Mr. KUCHEL. May I ask the Senator 
from Montana at what hour he intends 
to convene the Senate tomorrow? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Nine o'clock. 
Mr. KUCHEL. Will there be a morn

ing hour, and then thereafter the 2-hour 
time limitation which has been agreed 
to? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes. The time 
limitation will begin at the conclusion 
of the morning hour. 

SCHOOL ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1961 
The Senate resumed the considera

tion of the bill <S. 1021) to authorize a 
program of Federal financial assistance 
for education. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I wish 
the attention of the Senate for a moment 
in order to have the REcoRD show that 

we sought to hold up the announcement 
of the vote for an additional 30 seconds 
so that the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. 
MoNRONEY] could reach the floor. We 
were unable to do so. I know very well 
that if I ask for unanimous consent to 
permit the Senator from Oklahoma to be 
registered on that last vote, Senators 
may think it would set a bad precedent, 
although I think this case is extraordi
nary. 

At least my comment leaves no room 
for doubt as to the presence in the 
Chamber of the Senator from Oklahoma. 
I assume that, irrespective of what his 
vote would have been-and I assume his 
vote would have been "nay" on the 
amendment-! would like the RECORD 
to show that he is now present. If we 
could have the charity of the brother
hood for a moment, I would be tempted 
to suggest that we grant unanimous con
sent to have the Senator from Oklahoma 
recorded as voting. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, will 
the senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the rule the Chair is not permitted to 
entertain such a request. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 
Mr. MONRONEY. I thank my distin

guished colleague. Unfortunately I 
could not leave for the Capitol from an 
important meeting in time, but I would 
not wish to be recorded as being pres
ent in the Chamber and not voting at 
the regular time. The rule must always 
be observed. I would not permit the 
exception if it were requested. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I have 2 
brief items I wish to place in the RECORD 
in order to complete the RECORD on the 
day of debate. 

Earlier there was some discussion of 
what the administration costs of the bill 
would be. There was an argument made 
that Federal collection of taxes for the 
program would be much more costly 
than if the money were collected by 
State administrative agencies. 

A statement was presented at our 
hearings, to which there was no suc
cessful rebuttal in our hearings-and I 
know of no evidence to the contrary
that the collection cost of Federal taxes 
is approximately one-half cent per dol
lar. The collection costs of State taxes 
is 1% cents per dollar. Local collection 
cost is about 5 cents per dollar. 

·That statement is my answer to the 
claim that we are supporting a bill which 
will prove to be administratively costly 
to the American taxpayer when the op
posite is true. It is the most economical 
method of collection. 

It is the most economical way of col
lecting taxes so far as administrative 
costs are concerned for school purposes 
that we could have provided. That is 
borne out further by the testimony of 
Secretary Ribicofi, which is found at 
page 157 of the hearings, when the ques
tion was raised as to what the adminis
trative cost of the bill would be. 

The Secretary said: 
So when you cons·ider a program such as 

this where the administrative cost would be 
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some one-tenth of 1 percent, I do not be
lieve that that is an excessive administra
tive cost. 

Neither do I, Mr. President. 
Lastly, I invite attention to very im

portant information which the Senator 
from Indiana [Mr. HARTKE] placed in 
the REcoRD yesterday, which is found at 
page 8504 of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
for May 22, 1961. It is a very interesting 
questionnaire which the Senator from 
Indiana sent to the school administra
tors of his State, bearing upon the ques
tion of alleged interference with local 
school districts in connection with Fed
eral aid under Public Law 874 and 
Public Law 815. This bears on the view 
expressed by former Representative 
Barden, of North Carolina, that under 
Public Law 874 there was a great deal of 
interference with local school districts. 

I said that there was not a scintilla of 
evidence presented to our committee 
which established or documented any 
such opinion expressed by Mr. Barden. 
The material which Senator HARTKE put 
in the RECORD yesterday gives further 
support to this contention, which I have 
made throughout the debate. It is easy 
to allege that there is Federal interfer
ence, but when we come to examine the 
expenditures of the Federal Government 
over the decades-whether we speak of 
Public Law 874 or Public Law 815 or the 
National Defense Education Act-we 
find there has been no Federal interfer
ence with the educational process. 

Certain Senators have tried to point 
out instances in the debate that for some 
special pieces of legislation, such as the 
National Defense Education Act, there 
have been limitations. However in the 
National Defense Education Act the 
Congress specified for defense purposes 
what the money was to be used for. It 
was to be used to strengthen science 
teaching or mathematical training or 
linguistic training. In such cases it 
has been argued that because we set 
that out as the purpose of the expendi
ture of the money it represents Federal 
interference in education. This is a 
non sequitur. It falls to the floor by 
the weight of its own fallacy. 

Furthermore, concerning the opinion 
expressed by Representative Barden, 
quoted in the debate, it should be borne 
in mind that he was referring to a school 
on a military reservation. It was the 
case of a determination not to take the 
school off the base, because if it were 
maintained on the base it would be an 
integrated school. 

There were those who did not like to 
have it remain on the base and who 
would have liked to remove it from the 
base. Therefore it was easy to contend 
that when the Air Force took the posi
tion that the school was not to be re
moved it was improper Federal interfer
ence with education. Not at all, Mr. 
President. That action was certainly 
within the defense powers and duties 
of the Air Force, because it was con
sistent with a w-ell-established Federal 
constitutional authority and power. 

I ask Senators to look at the Hartke 
evidence which was put in the RECORD 
yesterday. I thank the Senator from In
diana for placing that information in 

the RECORD. I am· sorry that he is not 
present at this moment so that I might 
thank him on the floor for supporting 
the work of our subcommittee in rein
forcing what I have _said many times 
on the floor. 

In the hearings we took testimony on 
the bill at great length. Those who 
charge that there is any interference in 
connection with the administration of 
Public Law 815 or Public Law 874 simply 
do not make their case, because they 
have not produced any evidence to sub
stantiate their case. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 
Mr. GOLDWATER. I wish to direct 

a question to the Senator from Oregon. 
He refers to Public Law 874 and Public 
Law 815 as Federal Education Acts. 
They are not such acts. Under those acts 
schools are paid for services which have 
been rendered. There is no contract. 
Under Public Law 815 a school district is 
paid for educating Indians. Under Pub
lic Law 874 payments are made in lieu of 
taxes in impacted areas. It is not Fed
eral aid to education under either act. 

Mr. MORSE. The Senator from Ari
zona and I have debated the issue before, 
and we could debate it all night and not 
reach agreement. The Federal money 
is paid to the schools and the schools use 
it in carrying out the educational 
processes. 

Many Senators appeared before us as 
witnesses or filed statements. I do not 
see how anyone can doubt what their 
testimony showed; namely, that the 
States considered the Federal money 
that they were getting from the Federal 
Treasury as very important and vital 
Federal aid money in the operation of 
their educational systems. In round 
numbers it amounts to helping the 
school districts which educate about a 
third of the public elementary and sec
ondary school pupils throughout the 
country. As I have said before, if we 
can thus aid these students, we should 
not hesitate to pass the pending bill so 
as to give general aid to all the States. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Those two acts 
can under no circumstances be con
sidered Federal aid to education. The 
schools do not even have to take the chil
dren if they do not want to do so. They 
take them and the Government pays the 
money in lieu of taxes. I can cite an ex
ample in my own State, where Hughes 
Aircraft had taken five sections of tax 
exempt land and thus created an im
pacted area. The school district said: 

We will take these children only if you 
will pay us after we send you a bill for the 
services. 

Along the perimeter of the Navajo 
Reservation in my State Indian children 
were sent to white schools, and those 
schools were paid after the services had 
been performed. Several times I have 
introduced bills with the Senator from 
Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY] Which 
would require the payment of money in 
lieu of taxes. For example, in the Grand 
Canyon area there are only two taxpay
ers and there is need for a high school. 
Each year the Federal Government pro-

vides the money. There is a great deal 
of difference between that and having to 
make an application to the Commis
sioner of Education in Washington, and 
having to comply with any number of 
requirements, as in the pending bill, be
fore the money can be given. I do not 
believe there was a witness who appeared 
before our committee who claimed that 
under Public Law 874 and Public Law 
815 there was any Federal aid to educa
tion. 

Federal aid to education is what we 
are trying to provide in S. 1021. It is 
not what is provided under the two pub
lic laws we have been discussing. Under 
those acts the Federal Government pays 
for services where the Federal Govern
ment by preemption has not allowed the 
local tax collector the right to collect 
taxes. 

Mr. MORSE. If I were the treasurer 
of an impacted area school district op
erating under either Public Law 815 or 
Public Law 874, I would know when I 
made my report that I was making my 
report on a considerable amount of Fed
eral aid money. After all, this is the 
money which pays many of the bills, 
and there is no doubt as to the source 
of the money. 

The Senator from Arizona and I could 
argue this matter all night, and he could 
not get me to agree with his definition 
of Federal aid to education. We are 
apart on that. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. It is very simple, 
if the Senator from Oregon will let me 
explain it. 

In one case there is a provision relat
ing to what must be done before the 
money can be had. In the second case, 
under the public law the Senator and 
I are talking about, the act has been 
performed. The services have been pur
chased. There are no ifs, ands, or buts 
about it. The school board, the county 
school superintendent, or the State su
perintendent, as the case may be, merely 

· sends a bill to the Federal Government 
based on the average daily attendance 
of pupils covered by the bill. Under sec
tion 106 it is provided: 

The sum otherwise allocable to any State 
under section 105 for any fiscal year after 
the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1961, shall 
be reduced if such State's efforts for such 
fiscal year is not at least equal to such 
State's base effort for such year. The amount 
of such reduction shall be the difference 
between the State's public school expendi
tures in such year and the public school 
expenditures it would have made in such 
year had it exerted the State's base effort 
for such year. 

That is the control with which a State 
must comply before it can get the money. 
That is the difference between Federal 
aid money and lieu money, the latter 
being paid for services which have been 
rendered. There are no strings attached; 
the bill is submitted, and the money is 
collected. 

Mr. MORSE. I am certain there is 
one thing on which the Senator from 
.Arizona and the Senator from Oregon 
will agree, namely, that we will not 
reach an agreement on this subject, be
cause, as · the Senator himself has 
pointed out, the· school district does not 
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have to accept the money, If the school 
wants it, it takes it. Under S. 1021, a 
State will not have to accept Federal aid 
unless it wants it. But we would not be 
able to hold the States back from want
ing it. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Under S. 1021, 
it will have to comply with many regula
tions which under Public Law 874 it does 
not have to comply with. 

Mr. MORSE. Oh, but under Public 
Law 815 and Public Law 874 they must 
comply with the standards provided in 
those acts. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I had hoped that 
the Senator from Oregon, with his broad, 
elastic mind would take the description 
I have given. I regret, I cannot accept 
the Senator's assumptions. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Public Law 815 

contains a title ior school construction 
in areas of Federal activities. I know; I 
was the author of the act. Public Law 
874 has as its title Federal Aid for Main
tenance and Operation. 

As an old pharmacist, I can say that 
what is on the label generally tells what 
is in the bottle. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. As an old phar
macist, the Senator from Minnesota 
ought to know better than that. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. As a new one, I 
make the same statement. 

DR. TOM DOOLEY 
Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I knew 

Tom Dooley for some years and was, in 
fact, vice president of the International 
Rescue Committee at the time we estab
lished Medico as a division of our organ
ization. 

If ever a man was driven by the desire 
to help his fellow man, to give himself 
to the cause in which he believed, and 
to again make whole and healthy the 
maimed and sick, it was Tom Dooley. 

Through his village hospital medicine, 
he brought American humanitarianism 
and personal care to the remote villages 
of Laos. No matter what obstacles de
veloped abroad in Laos or at home in 
the United States, Tom Dooley rose to 
the challenge and defeated them. 

Neither the rigors of his work nor the 
looming shadow of cancer were able to 
make him lag or wilt. He died, figura
tively, with his boots on and his scalpel 
in his hand. And, as he was in life, so 
in death, he will live on as an inspira
tion and spur to free men everywhere. 
Specifically, he will live on through 
Medico, which does so much with so 
little money, but with heart and dedica
tion, in bringing the real humanity and 
concern of Americans for their fellow 
man in the newly emergent nations. 
Medico does what others preach-it 
stops communism in its tracks. 

JOURNALIST CON EKLUND DOCU
MENTS PENTAGON USE OF CAL
CULATED LEAK 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, Mr. 
Lawrence C. Eklund, Washington cor-

respondent of the Milwaukee Journal, 
recently wrote a thoughtful interpretive 
report on the widespread practice of 
"leaking" secret Government informa
tion to serve the ends of various policies 
or programs. His article observes that 
while the press is often blamed for such 
security violations, the fact is that news
papers do no more than print informa
tion deliberately leaked by Government 
officials, agencies, or the military serv
ices. 

The use of the calculated, controlled 
leak is nothing new to Washington. 
Members of our military services, in
cluding highly placed officers, have re
peatedly shown themselves willing to 
break security barriers in order to win 
popular-and congressional-support for 
their pet projects, and to demean those 
advocated by their rivals in the annual 
appropriations scramble. 

It may well be that such leaks have 
provided our Nation's enemies with use
ful information. If so, this constitutes 
a most serious and sobering reflection 
on the attitudes of the officials who are 
responsible. At the very least, it reveals 
a grotesquely wrong sense of proportion 
and values to willingly reveal informa
tion which for sound reasons has been 
declared secret in order to push one pro
gram at the expense of another. Even 
the promoter, P.R. man, and flack have 
an obligation to observe the legitimate 
security requirements of our Nation's 
defenses. 

The existence of these calculated leaks 
should not divert attention from the 
serious, continuing problem of unneces
sary governmental secrecy. The right 
of the public, and Congress, to know 
what is going on, what is being done by 
the Government in their name, is only 
modified, not diminished by the proper 
demands of national defense. It would 
indeed be a bitter irony if attempts to 
curb the self-serving leakers of confiden
tial data are used as an excuse to throw 
a stifling wet blanket over freedom of 
Government information, which already 
stands in serious need of protection and 
extension. 

During his many years in Washington, 
"Con" Eklund has established a dis
tinguished record for perceptive, pains
taking, and responsible newspaper re
porting. His article in the Milwaukee 
Journal of May 14, 1961, relating to de
liberate security violations by military 
personnel, is in that fine tradition. I 
ask unanimous consent that it be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
PENTAGON CHIEFS, AIDES ACCUSED OF DELm• 

ERATE SECURITY BREACHEs-WRITER ALSO 
CHARGES THAT SELF-SEEKING POLITICIANS 
USE THE PRESS FOR OWN ENDS 

(By Laurence C. Eklund) 
WASHINGTON, D.C.-While the Kennedy 

administration tends to blame the press for 
breaches of national security, the fact is that 
the newspapers have merely published 
material deliberately leaked by persons in 
Government. 

In his speech to the American Newspaper 
Publishers' Association last month, President 
Kennedy implied that some of our diffi.cul-

ties in fighting communism were caused by 
the newspapers. He said: 

"The facts of the matter are that this 
Nation's foes have openly boasted of acquir
ing through our newspapers information 
they would otherwise hire agents to acquire 
through threft, bribery, or espionage; that 
details of this Nation's covert preparations 
to counter the enemy's covert operations 
have been available to every newspaper 
reader, friend and foe alike; that the size, 
the strength, the location, and the nature 
of our forces and weapons, and our plans and 
strategy for their use, have all been pin
pointed in the press and other news media 
to a degree sufilcient to satisfy any foreign 
power." 

RUSSELL IS IRATE 

In testimony made public last week, Chair
man RussELL, Democrat, of Georgia, of the 
Senate Armed Services Committee was 
quoted as expressing "an almost unspeak
able contempt" for any man in politics "who 
would be frightened by newspapers telling 
him they would attack him because he was 
not giving them intimate details about de
fense planning." 

RussELL produced no examples of editors 
threatening politicians in efforts to extract 
military secrets. 

In fact, the record of this young admin
istration and of the Eisenhower administra
tion is replete with instances of unfright
ened politicians and military men planting 
classified information with the press, for 
reasons best known to themselves. 

The politicians in some cases were inter
ested in self-aggrandizement. The generals 
and admirals and their subordinates at the 
Pentagon have used the "leak" to gain ad
vantage for their own branches of the serv
ice. Newspapers didn't have to resort to 
"theft, bribery or espionage," to use the 
President's own words, to get the informa
tion. 

MOSS PLANS PROBE 
After Mr. Kennedy made his request for self

restraint on the part of the newspapers
some insisted he was asking for censorship
Chairman Moss, Democrat, of California, of 
the House Government Information Subcom
mittee promised to look into the matter. 

"In the past our subcommittee has in
vestigated repeated charges that information 
damaging to the national security has been 
published in the press,'' Moss said. 

"In almost every past instance the so
called security breach has turned out to be 
a carefully controlled leak of information 
favorable to the viewpoint of some Govern
ment official, Federal Agency, or m111tary 
service." 

CUBA, U-2 CITED 
Senator MoRsE, Democrat, of Oregon, told 

the Senate last week that the American peo
ple had a right not to be lied to by their Gov
ernment. Senator PRoxMmE, Democrat, of 
Wisconsin, insisted in the Senate that the 
Government be frank and honest in dealing 
with the press. 

The two Senators were referring to the 
Government's apparent debasement of the 
press in the Cuban fiasco and in the U-2 
incident a year ago. 

Reporters were given contradictory infor
mation about the size of the Cuban invasion 
force and were told an untruth a year ago 
in the U-2 incident when the State Depart
ment said, "there was no deliberate attempt 
to violate Soviet space and there never has 
been." 

Last fall the Moss subcommittee inquired 
into the publication in the New York Her
ald Tribune in September of eight articles 
by Earl Mazo purportedly based on the 
secret conversations between Vice President 
Nixon and Nikita Khrushchev in July 1959. 

Chairman FuLBRIGHT, Democrat, of Arkan
sas, of the Senate Foreign Relations Commit
tee had tried vainly to get a copy of the 
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transcript of the conversation. He was told 
by the State Department that this was a 
highly classified diplomatic document. 

NIXON IS BLAMED 
Two members of the Moss subcommittee 

staff called on Edwin M. J. Kretzmann, then 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Pub
lic Affairs, to learn the significance of this 
statement in Mazo's first article: "The secret 
reports of the Nixon-Khrushchev talks make 
a fascinating and enlightening profile of the 
Soviet chief." 

Kretzmann told the staff members that 
these reports were highly classified and had 
not been made available to anyone outside 
the State Department. He said he had de
termined that Mazo had had a number of 
private talks with Nixon, but that he did not 
know what the former Vice President had 
done with his copy of the State Department 
notes on the meeting. 

"The issue for the subcommittee would 
appear to be an indication that highly clas
sified diplomatic documents were made avail
able by the Vice President to his official 
biographer so that a partisan complimentary 
version of the historical incident involved 
could be prepared and published," said a 
Moss subcommittee staff memorandum. 

CITE EARLIER LEAK 
"The obvious inference that the Vice Presi

dent has leaked this highly secret informa
tion to a sympathetic biographer fits in with 
an earlier performance in which the Vice 
President announced at a political breakfast 
the fact that two Soviet spies had been ap
prehended earlier in the year. 

"It was widely held at the time that Nixon's 
premature and unauthorized disclosure had 
compromised security measures then being 
employed for surveillance of other suspected 
Soviet agents in the United States." 

The Moss subcommittee has traced innu
merable leaks of secret military information 
to the Pentagon. 

One of the earliest leaks of the Kennedy 
administration occurred when the Army 
slipped to a reporter a secret report by Secre
tary of State Rusk downgrading nuclear war
fare and recommending development of a 
greater capacity for limited, conventional 
means of waging war. 

Another security breach traceable to inter
service rivalry occurred February 20, when 
the Air Force made public classified informa
tion concerning plans for a Congo air and 
sea lift, including details of the forces needed 
and operating costs. 

The generals and admirals for years have 
leaked information in connection with the 
Army-Air Force fights for a bigger share of 
the defense dollar, the Navy-Air Force feud 
over the B-36 bomber and the conflict over 
supercarriers and military unification. There 
is no evidence that they have ever been pun
ished for their indiscretions. 

One of the most flagrant leaks to come to 
the attention of the Moss subcommittee oc
curred in May 1956, when the Air Force sur
reptitiously took pictures purporting to show 
the vulnerabillty of Navy carriers. 

Included in the pictures turned over to the 
press were one of the supercarrier Forrestal 
and a radar picture made from a recon
naissance plane at 32,500 feet, showing how 
an enemy might see the Forrestal in its 
radarscope. 

WILSON ORDERED STUDY 
Rivalry between the services reached a 

peak in 1956. Charles E. Wilson, then Secre
tary of Defense, publicly proclaimed his con
cern over leaks of information revealing 
sharp disagreements among the services, but 
the leaks continued. 

A story in the New York Times on May 19, 
1956, by the late Anthony Leviero, began: 
"Grave interservice differences are a.tHicting 
the armed services." It outlined in detail 

the major conflicts and quoted from staff 
papers. 

Two months later Leviero revealed a 
proposal before the joi_nt chiefs to cut the 
Nation's military manpower by 800,000 men 
by 1960. Wilson then appointed a five-man 
committee to find ways to plug what he 
claimed were leaks threatening national 
security. 

Charles A. Coolidge, Boston attorney who 
was chairman of the committee, testified 
before the Moss subcommittee that this par
ticular leak of classified information dam
jtged the security of the United States by 
upsetting the West Germans terrifically and 
ending up with their reducing their term of 
military service down to 1 year. 

URGED HALT TO PRACTICE 
The Coolidge Committee, which cited 

numerous other instances, recommended an 
attack on the deliberate unauthorized dis
closures which it said constituted a major 
shortcoming in the operation of the classi
fication system at the Pentagon. 

But the leaking of secret material has con
tinued right down to the present, as evi
denced by angry outbursts by members of 
the Senate Armed services Committee in the 
testimony made public last week. 

Senator SALTONSTALL produced a story from 
the Journal-Every Evening of Wilmington, 
Del., of April 1, which revealed that the 
United States "now has 59 missiles with 
hydrogen bomb warheads ready, if needed, 
to hurl against enemy targets." The story 
said this country's combat ready missile 
force soon would increase to 91. 

Senator THURMOND, Democrat of South 
Carolina, objected to a recent magazine 
article telling the exact number of bombers 
and missiles we had ready to hurl at an 
enemy. Defense Secretary McNamara ex
plained the information for this detailed 
story came from the Defense Department 
and Defense contractors. 

COMPLAINS ABOUT ADS 
RussELL objected to the publication, "time 

and again," of the fact that Charleston, 
S.C., is "the only place where we can load 
a Polaris submarine." He protested the 
disclosure of military information in the 
advertisements of defense contracts. 

Senator FRANCIS CASE, Republican of 
South Dakota, complained that the taxpay
ers pay the bill twice for those advertise
ments, "once in the cost and next in the 
tax deduction for the ads as business ex
pense," and he proposed the disallowance 
of that cost. 

Senator STENNIS, Democrat of Mississippi, 
acknowledged that there had been leaks of 
secret military information by Members of 
Congress of both Houses and that such leaks 
"doubtless will continue to some extent." 

RussELL said he had complained about 
this situation to at least four Secretaries 
of Defense. 

So now the present Secretary has asked 
Lt. Gen. Joseph F. Carroll, Inspector General 
of the Air Force, to see what he can do about 
plugging the leaks, which is where the 
Coolidge Committee came in 5 years ago. 

PURE MILK COOPERATIVES OF 
WISCONSIN 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the 
Pure Milk Products Cooperative of Wis
consin enjoys a membership of more 
than 15,000 dairy farmers. It is a re
markably active organization and is espe
cially responsive to its membership. 

Pure Milk is ably represented by Bill 
Eckles, its general manager. and Paul 
Affeldt, its president. These two men 
appeared before the Senate Committee 

on Agriculture and Forestry last week to 
give vigorous support to President Ken
nedy's farm bill. 

The testimony was forthright and con
vincing, but most impressive in this Sen
ator's experience in committee hearings 
was the way in which these men backed 
up the support of their organization for 
the President's farm program with a 
compendium of resolutions passed by the 
membership of this fine organization 
supporting the position its leaders have 
taken. 

Mr. President, too often leaders of big 
organizations come before committees 
and offer emphatic opinions on legisla
tion when their membership has not ex
pressed the vaguest position on that leg
islation. 

Because this testimony is such a fine 
model of testimony that truly represents 
the viewpoints of the constituent mem
bers of the organization, I ask unanimous 
consent that both the statement by Mr. 
Eckles and Mr. Affeldt and the appendix 
which supports the statement be print
ed at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state
ment and appendix were ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 
STATEMENT OF PURE MILK PRODUCTS Co

OPERATIVE OF WISCONSIN, BEFORE THE SEN
ATE COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, IN SUP
PORT OF THE AGRICULTURE ACT OF 1961, 
s. 1643 

(Presented by W. C. Eckles, general manager, 
and Paul Affeldt, president) 

Honorable Chairman ELLENDER and Senate 
Agricultural Committee Members, we first 
would like to thank you for the opportunity 
of appearing before your committee. We 
would especially like to compliment the 
chairman for the early hearings and op
portunity for offering various interests a 
chance to express their views on the El
lender-Cooley farm bill, or technically the 
Agricultural Act of 1961 (S. 1643) and 
(H.R. 6400). 

On behalf of more than 16,000 Wisconsin 
dairy farmers who belong to Pure Milk 
Products Cooperative with offices at Fond 
du Lac, Wis., we would like to state that 
this Ellender bill (S. 1643) conforms very 
closely to many policy resolutions enacted 
over the past several years by the members 
of Pure Milk Products Cooperative at their 
annual meetings. Copies of several of these 
resolutions have been added as an appendix 
to this presentation to indicate the agricul
tural policy and programs desired by the or
ganization membership. 

These were not developed by employees 
and officers. But they came up from the 
grassroots of P.M.P.C.'s membership. Each 
local (77 in number) considers drafts and 
recommends resolutions at their 77 local 
meetings. These in turn are considered by 
an overall committee from all locals. They 
are debated, changed and finally enacted by 
members at the annual meeting or organiza
tionwide convention each fall. 

The organization Pure Milk Products Co
operative has long recommended that the 
farm problem be attacked and solved by 
action: 

1. On a commodity by commodity basis, 
with all prograins finally correlated into an 
overall program. 

2. On which the advice and consideration 
of real farmers be heard even though in 
advisory capacities when such prograins are 
being drafted and developed. 

3. In which farmers are finally given an 
opportunity through referendum to approve 
or reject prograins if quotas or marketing 
limitations are considered. 
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4. In which domestic consumption and 

use of our agricultural abundance is in max
imum use to better feed, clothe and house 
our own citizens. 

5. That permits our other production in 
agriculture beyond a reasonable reserve for 
domestic safety, to be used to promote better 
relations between the other nations who 
are our allies and who also need more 
food and fiber. 

6. That permits farm organizations and 
cooperatives to do as much of the manage
ment, processing, distribution and develop
ment of new outlets as is reasonable and 
consistent with An:erican business methods. 

7. That programs contributing to improved 
general health and well-being be charged 
at least partially to departments other than 
agriculture. That food programs contribut
ing to· better allies and improving inter
national relation be "tabbed" or charged to 
the appropriate category and not the farm 
program. 

We strongly support the Ellender-Cooley 
bill as enabling legislation through which 
agricultural programs could be developed 
that would begin moving farmers incomes 
toward a party-of-income level. 

TITLE I 

Set up machinery through which advisory 
committees could be designated for assisting 
in developing programs. Of these, a substan
tial majority (66 percent) would have been 
nominated by farm vote. Consumers and 
farm organization specialists would also be 
given consideration. 

It is our opinion that programs as are de
veloped should, if they are to be effective, 
provide for supply adjustments if such are 
needed to maintain a reasonable balance be
tween production and marketing of agri
cultural commodities. 

We strongly support these provisions that 
provided quotas, marketing limitations, etc., 
if they are applied across the board to all 
producers following a referendum or vote 
where a two-thirds majority of farmers have 
approved such. 

The extension of marketing order author
ization to all commodities as proposed we 
believe to be sound. Many years of expe
rience with Federal milk orders by our and 
other organizations have proven successful. 
Classes based on grade and use for establish
ing minimum prices to be shared in and 
pooled to various producers has proven sound 
when used. On several agricultural prod
ucts, marketing order and regulatory pro
grams for other commodities than those 
presently eligible for protection should be 
given the chance to come under such mini
mum pricing programs. Orders have oper
ated successfully on several commodities. 
Other branches of agriculture should be 
given a chance for similar protection. 

We have found order programs most use
ful in stabilizing and marketing milk. other 
commodities might have similar success if 
authority were granted through new or 
amended legislation. 

We presume some groups who now have 
such orders will be reluctant to support 
amendment of the laws under which they 
operate fearing some lessening of the effec
tiveness of their program. We believe the 
umbrella or protection provided by the Agri
cultural Agreements Act of 1937, as amended, 
should be extended to other commodities. 
If this is too strongly opposed, similar mar
ket order legislation might be enacted to ex
tend the protection and voice in marketing 
to more of agriculture than that which in 
the past has been enjoyed by fluid milk mar
kets and some fruits and vegetables, etc. 

Quotas or marketing allotments are not 
new to agriculture or businesses. They 
should be on effective unit basis if used. 
Their application under orders should be 
effective and reasonably efficient to admin-

ister. We repeat, that in our judgment their 
introductions and uses should follow a ref
erendum process by affected producers. 

The provisions that would permit only con
gressional review and veto prior to intra
duction of a farm program under these bills 
seem to be the cause of major disagreements. 
We would hope that appropriate amend
ments satisfactory to the legislative and 
executive branch of our Government might 
be developed so that this type of legislation 
might be made available to American Agri-
culture. · 

TITLE n 
We strongly support Title n of the Ellen'

der-Cooley bill that would substantially in
crease funds for and lengthen the period of 
operation of Public Law 480. 

This program has successfully moved agri
cultural products into international chan
nels where needed. Assurance of longer 
range programs could materially improve 
the program in our opinion. 

TITLE ni 
Title ni providing for consolidating and 

improving the lending authorities to. ~i
culture is quite important in our opm10n. 
Much of agriculture needs expanded credit 
to move it out of a position of inefficiency 
due to limited sized units. 

As the American population explosion 
continues more efficient agricultural units 
must be developed. This demands reason
able priced and available credit for farmers. 

There is urgent need for reasonable loans 
to farmers to improve facilities, production 
units and living standards. Farm people use 
moneys for purchasing commercial products. 
Increased credit would stimulate and im
prove business and the national output. 

TITLE IV 

Title IV providing for expanding the 
school milk program and improvements in 
the bargaining position of cooperatives is 
strongly urged by Pure Milk Products Co
operative. 

Farmers with larger cooperatives properly 
financed could in time, we believe, reduce 
the need of agriculture for so much de
pendence on Government. The legislation 
providing for merging and consolidating co
operatives into more effective units could, 
in our opinion, result in a more efficient 
movement of food and fiber to consumers 
after a period of time. 

We believe the Ellender-Cooley bill would 
be excellent because: 

(a) It can cut the cost of farm programs 
to Government and still assure consumers 
adequate food at the cheapest relative price. 

(b) It would let farm selected groups 
have a major voice in developing and sug
gesting farm programs to the Department 
of Agriculture and Congress. 

(c) The program would be most demo
cratic by having farmers, consumers, the 
executive and legislative branches of Govern
men t all involved in its promulgation and 
activation or use. 

(d) The wide powers presently delegated 
to the Secretary of Agriculture would be re
duced. Less bureaucracy an d governmental 
red tape would be involved. 

(e) It would mean less government in 
agriculture by giving farmers an opportu
nity to expand cooperatives and do a more 
effective job in producing for market needs. 
Farmers would m ake m ajor decisions on 
programs, quota enactments, etc. 

(f) It is enabling legislation through 
which a variety of approaches to improving 
farm income could be developed and 
effectuated. 

In conclusion, honorable chairman and 
committee members, we believe this enabling 
legislation of S. 1643 through which farm in
come could be materially improved, our agri
cultural abundance could be efficiently uti
lized and American farmers given more of a 

voice to help develop programs they desire, 
is most sound and very good legislation. 

We, of Pure Milk Products Cooperative, 
would again urge the reconciling of dif
ference between branches of Government 
and political parties to make such adjust
ments as will make the legislation acceptable 
to Congress for early enactment. 

We believe you will have done a great, 
service to America's farmers and the 
economy. 

We believe it to be basically the soundest 
and finest agricultural legislation to ever 
come before Congress. We think farmers 
will heartily approve its use and reduce gov
ernmental costs and materially improve 
farmers' income and living standards. 

We are honored at Pure Milk Products 
Cooperative to have had you kindly, and as 
usual, objectively listen to our views and 
suggestions on this very important matter. 
We hope this presentation has been of value 
in transmitting the views of a large segment 
of America's organized agricultural producers 
and dairymen to Congress. 

Our policy resolutions attached are indica
tive that what we have presented has been 
the views of those we represent and work 
for. 

Again, thanks for granting us time to 
present our views to you. 

APPENDIX TO PRESENTATION .BEFORE SENATE 
AGRICULTURE COMMITTEE PURE MILK PROD
UCTS COOPERATIVE RESOLUTIONS REGARDING 
MEMBERS' POLICY ON FARM PROGRAMS 

DAIRY PRICE SUPPORT POLICY (ENACTED 1960) 

Pure Milk Products Cooperative believes 
that the solution to the price support prob
lem must come from a commodity approach. 
We believe the abundance of our American 
food supply has been a blessing to the Nation, 
but it has worked a serious hardship on the 
farmers in the form of low prices which 
have meant low farm income and decreasing 
farm purchasing power. We deplore the mis
understanding and erroneous opinions of 
,farm prices and farm prosperity which con
sumers have drawn as a result of increasing 
marketing margins which have taken an 
ever larger share of consumer food expendi
tures. We believe it is imperative that farm 
income be high enough to provide a living 
standard for farmers equal to that of non
farm people, and to maintain our Nation's 
food production economy in a sound and 
healthy condition in order that it may ade
quately meet our future food needs. 

We stand ready to support and abide by 
effective controls on dairy farm marketings 
whenever such supply management is ap
proved by a two-thirds vote of all dairy 
farmers. We insist, however, that marketing 
controls must be imposed on an effective 
quota basis and applied to all dairy farmers 
across the board and that such controls are 
applicable to effectuate a price level which 
will result in equality of income for dairy 
farmers in accordance with our national 
income. 

In the event other methods do not, in 
the opinion of the State board, adequately 
support dairy farm income, we stand ready 
to accept direct payments to producers as a 
means of price support for xnilk. These pay
ments may come from Government appro
priations, assessments against producer mar
keting, or a combination of the two. We 
feel that direct payments should be limited 
to manufactured milk marketings subject 
to quality standards as may be prescribed in 
minimum quality regulations. Such pay
ments should be limited to that portion or 
pro rata share of manUfactured milk which 
is consumed on the domestic market at prices 
high enough to maintain full parity of in
come to producers who meet the required 
standards. 

We believe that the Government should 
continue the purchase ot nonfat dry milk 
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and other dairy products for relief, school 
lunch, foreign disposal, and other similar 
outlets. 
DAIRY PRICE SUPPORT POLICY (ENACTED 1959) 

I. Pure Milk Products Cooperative be
lieves that the solution to the price support 
problem must come from a commodity ap
proach. 

II. We reaffirm our belief and support of 
the principles of "Self-Help" which were 
formulated by the conventions in past years. 

III. In the event that the State Board 
finds it inadvisable or impossible to secure 
the adoption of "Self-Help" this cooperative 
stands ready to accept direct payments as a 
means of price support for milk. These pay
ments may come from Government appro
priations, assessments against producer mar
keting or a combination of the two. We feel 
that direct payments should be limited to 
manufactured milk marketings subject to 
quality and other standards as prescribed 
in minimum quality regulations. 

Further, such payments should be limited 
to that portion or pro-rata share of manu
factured milk which is consumed on the do
mestic consumer market at prices high 
enough to maintain full parity of income to 
the producer who meets the required stand
ards. 

IV. We believe that it is advisable for the 
Government to continue the purchase of 
skim milk powder for relief, school lunch, 
foreign disposals, and other similar outlets. 

SUBSIDY DIRECT TO FARMERS (1959) 

Resolved that if the Government is going 
to support dairy prices, the subsidy should 
be paid direct to the producer instead of the 
big processors. 

MARKETING CONTROLS AND QUOTAS (1959) 

Pure Milk Products Cooperative stands 
ready to support and abide by effective con
trols on dairy farm marketings whenever 
such controls are approved by a two-thirds 
vote of all dairy farmers. We insist, how
ever, that marketing controls must be im
posed on an effective quota basis and ap
plied to all dairy farmers across the board 
and that such controls are applicable to ef
fectuate a price ~upport level which wm 
result in equality of income for dairy farm
ers in accordance with our national income. 
DAIRY PRICE SUPPORT POLICY (ADOPTED 1958) 

I. Pure Milk Products Cooperative believes 
that the solution to the price support prob
lem must come from a commodity approach. 

II. We reaffirm our belief and support of 
the principles of self-help which were formu
lated by the convention of 1957. 

III. In the event that the State board 
finds it inadvisable or impossible to secure 
the adoption of self-help this cooperative 
stands ready to accept direct payments as 
a means of price support for milk. These 
payments may come from Government ap
propriations, assessments against producer 
marketing, or a combination of the two. We 
feel that direct payments should be limited 
to manufactured milk marketings subject to 
quality and other standards as prescribed in 
minimum quality regulations. 

Further, such payments should be lim
ited to that portion or pro rata share of 
manufactured milk which is consumed on 
the domestic consumer market at prices high 
enough to maintain full parity of income 
to the producer who meets the required 
standards. 

IV. We believe that it is advisable for the 
Government to continue the purchase of 
skim milk powder for relief, school lunch, 
foreign disposals, and other similar outlets. 

FEDERAL ORDERS (1960) 

Resolved, That Pure Milk Products Coop
erative give consideration to hearings and 
orders of markets in other sections of the 

Nation which might affect Midwestern milk 
prices and outlets for our milk. We express 
special concern that some Federal orders 
price grade A milk used in certain manu
factured products at levels far below prices 
paid in Wisconsin for manufacturing grade 
milk going into similar products. The in
terests of Pure Milk Products Cooperative 
members should be protected either by di
rect participation in such hearings or by 
representation through affiliated groups. 
FEDERAL ORDERS AND SUPPORT PRICES (1958) 

Pure Milk Products Cooperative believes 
in the principle of Federal milk orders. 
However, we believe that in the event of 
direct or other incentive payments as a 
means of support for manufactured milk, 
such payments should be incorporated with 
quoted prices for manufactured milk which 
may be used as basic formula prices in Fed
eral orders. 

FEDERAL ORDERS (1959) 

Resolved, That Pure Milk Products Co
operative give closer study and consideration 
to hearings and orders of markets in other 
sections of the Nation which might affect 
midwestern milk prices and outlets for our 
milk. The interests of Pure Milk Products 
Cooperative's members should be protected 
either by direct participation in such hear
ings or by representation through affiliated 
groups. 

DAIRY IMPORTS (1960) 

Pure Milk Products Cooperative believes 
Congress should maintain rigid import 
quotas on all dairy products until such time 
as domestic production and consumption 
warrant further imports. We are shocked 
that our Government has seen fit to make 
sharp increases in import quotas of several 
foreign types of cheese recently, while do
mestic prices for manufactured milk were 
still at the low levels maintained by the 
dairy price support program. 

Be it resolved that as long as we have a 
surplus of dairy products, we should main
tain a strict curb on imports. 

DAIRY IMPORTS (1959) 

Pure Milk Products Cooperative believes 
that Congress should maintain rigid impor
tation quotas on all dairy products until 
such time as domestic production and con
sumption warrant importations. 

DAIRY IMPORTS (1958) 

Pure Milk Products Cooperative believes 
in the expansion of America's foreign trade 
and especially trade with our friendly allies, 
but we believe that all trade treaties must 
be negotiated for the mutual benefit of buyer 
and seller. The importation of dairy prod
ucts should in no way impair or interfere 
with Government farm support programs or 
dairy farm price levels. We, therefore, urge 
the Congress to maintain rigid import quotas 
on all dairy products (containing butterfat 
and;or milk solids-not-fat) until such time 
as domestic production and consumption 
warrant importations. 

STATE MILK ORDERS (1960) 

Resolved, That Pure Milk Products Co
operative continue efforts toward improved 
marketing conditions for its members 
through the increased use of marketing or
ders, both State and Federal, including man
ufactured as well as fluid milk. 

MANUFACTURED MILK ORDERS (1959) 

Resolved, That Pure Milk Products Co
operative reevaluate past work and give new 
consideration to the possib111ty of market 
orders, State and Federal, for manufactured 
milk. 

MILK PRICE CONTROLS (1958) 

Because of the tendency for some corpora
tions to use unfair competitive methods to 

obtain even larger shares of the milk market 
and the consumers milk dollar, and because 
such acts tend to reduce milk prices to 
farmers and ultimately eliminate many local 
producers and local distributors from our 
markets, we urge our State board to work 
for the establishment of minimum fluid 
milk prices at both producer and resale 
level and for sound and workable fair trade 
practice regulations for both milk and dairy 
products offered to consumers. 
FOREIGN DISPOSAL OF DAIRY PRODUCTS (1960) 

Pure Milk Products Cooperative urges care
ful consideration in foreign disposition of 
our daily surplus to insure that the meth
ods used do not jeopardize world dairy mar
kets. We are pleased with recent suggestions 
that such foreign disposals be made at least 
in part through United Nations agencies 
which are in position to evaluate ioreign 
needs and requests. 
FOREIGN DISPOSAL OF DAIRY PRODUCTS (1959) 

Pure Milk Products Cooperative urges 
careful consideration in foreign disposition 
of our dairy surplus to insure that methods 
used do not jeopardize world dairy markets. 
INCREASED USE OF DAIRY FOODS BY GOVERNMENT 

AGENCIES (1958) 

Resolved, That we favor still further in
creased use of dairy products in our Armed 
Forces, Veterans' Hospitals, State, county 
and city penal institutions, and expansion of 
the use of dairy products in school lunch 
programs. We therefore urge our State 
board to urge this expansion wherever pos
sible, thus supplementing the work of the 
American Dairy Association. 
FREE INTERSTATE MOVEMENT OF GRADE A MILK 

(1960) 

Resolved, That Pure Milk Products Coop
erative continue its support of the National 
Milk Sanitation Act to provide for free inter
state movement of grade A milk and en
courage its support by all other interested 
groups. 
FREE INTERSTATE MOVEMENT OF GRADE A MILK 

(1959) 

Resolved, That Pure Milk Products Coop
erative support the National Milk Sanita
tion Act to provide for free interstate move
ment of grade A milk. 

INTERSTATE DAIRY QUALITY STANDARDS (1958) 

We urge Pure Milk Products Cooperative 
to work to establish effective Federal mini
mum quality standards for milk and dairy 
products imported or moved in interstate 
commerce. Such standards are important 
to the protection of health and have been 
so recognized in the procurement of milk 
and dairy products for consumption by our 
Armed Forces and Federal agencies. We 
believe, however, they are of equal impor
tance to the health of our civilian population 
and especially to our children, invalids, and 
aged. We believe effective regulations 
should be secured and enforced and made 
applicable to all milk and dairy products 
marketed in interstate commerce. 

WORK WITH OTHER COOPERATIVES (1960) 

We compliment previous delegates for 
urging the Board and Management of Pure 
Milk Products Cooperative to take the lead
ership which resulted in the organization 
of Federated Dairy Cooperatives. Dairy 
farmers supplying milk to the Chicago mar
ket have realized substantial returns because 
that organization had been developed and 
was ready to take over price negotiations 
when needed. Therefore, the State Board 
and Management shall continue to maintain 
a watchful eye toward every possib111ty for 
increasing bargaining power and influence 
of Pure Milk Products Cooperative members 
in the dairy industry through affiliation, 
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federation or merger with other coopera
tives, or to improve and increase its service 
by contractual relationships with other 
dairy organizations. 
STUDY POSSIBll.ITY OF MERGING PMPC WITH 

OTHER DAmY ORGANIZATIONS (1959) 

Resolved, That the State board of directors 
of Pure Milk Products Cooperative study the 
possibilities of merging or federating with 
other dairy organizations in the State and 
Nation so that we could have more bargain
ing power and influence on the dair y in
dustry. 

WORK WITH OTHER COOPERATIVES (1959) 

Resolved, That Pure Milk Products Coop
erative give continued consideration and ef
fort to the possibility of affiliat ing with and 
providing services for other cooperative 
groups. 

AGRICULTURAL INTEGRATION (19 5 8 ) 

Pure Milk Products Cooperative views with 
alarm some developments toward vertical in
tegration in agriculture. We urge our board 
to keep a watchful eye on such developments 
and to keep the membership informed as to 
developments which may endanger the family 
type farms. 

IMITATION DAIRY PRODUCTS (1960) 

Pure Milk Products Cooperative reaffirms 
its stand to exert all efforts to strengthen and 
maintain present laws regulating the pro
duction, advertising and merchandising of all 
dairy product imitations. We urge increased 
Government action to prevent fraudulent 
xnisrepresentation of such imitations to con
sumers by promoting their sale within the 
general classification of dairy products. 

DAIRY PRODUCTS IMITATIONS (1959 ) 

Pure Milk Products Cooperative reaffirms 
its past stand to exert all efforts to strengthen 
and maintain present laws regulating the 
production, advertising and merchandising 
of all dairy product imitations, and should 
seek legislation to prevent discrimination 
against dairy products in the use of preserva
tives. 

DAIRY PRODUCTS IMITATIONS (1958) 

Pure Milk Products Cooperative reaffirms 
its past stand to exert all efforts to 
strengthen and maintain present laws regu
lating the production, advertising, and mer
chandising of all dairy product imitations, 
and should seek legislation to prevent dis
crimination against dairy product s in the 
use of preservatives. 

EMPHASIS ON MARKETING (1959) 

Whereas overproduction has become the 
major problem of agriculture today: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture, through the county agents office 
and otherwise place more emphasis on the 
marketing, advertising, and distribution of 
farm products in the future. 

Resolved that Pure Milk Products Coopera
tive should go on record recommending that 
the Federal Government should spend a 
larger part of research funds for marketing 
and less on increasing production. 

PARITY COMPUTATIONS (1958) 

Pure Milk Products Cooperative favors con
tinued use of the parity index as a measure 
of farm price supports. However, we re
affirm our position that parity equivalent for 
manufactured milk should be computed by 
the method used prior to April 1954, namely, 
according to the relationship between manu
factured milk prices and prices of all milk 
which existed from July 1946 to December 
1948, or a ratio of 88.5 percent of all milk. 

ECONOMIC FORMULA (1958) 

Pure Milk Products Cooperative is directed 
to formulate, propose, and support at hear-

ings under various milk orders through 
which our members' milk is marketed, an 
economic formula for class I pricing. The 
formula should reflect into the price, busi
ness activities, farm costs, and the ability 
of consumers to pay for milk. 

FEDERAL INVESTIGATION (1959) 

Resolved, That Pure Milk Products Coop
erative demand a Federal investigation of 
the Chicago milk market because of the vast 
differential between the producer price and 
the consumer price . 

DAmY PRICE SPREADS (1958) 

In view of the continuously widening 
spread between the farmer's price and the 
price charged consumers for dairy products, 
Pure Milk Products Cooperative's board of 
directors and employees are directed to im
mediately request a congressional investiga
tion of such spreads to determine whether 
or not consumers are being charged un
reasonable prices for the products of the farm 
and to further determine whether or not 
monopolistic pricing and marketing prac
tices are being used by the processing and 
distribution industry. Pure Milk Products 
Cooperative should solicit the cooperation of 
other dairy farm interests in instituting and 
developing evidence to submit to the con
gressional committees so that this problem 
can be thoroughly studied. 

DAIRY COUNCIL PARTICIPATION (1958) 

The board of directors and employees of 
Pure Milk Products Cooperative are directed 
to work to secure contributions for dairy 
council work and its activities in all markets 
in which they are interested, not only from 
cooperative members but from nonmembers 
and all producers supplying these markets. 
If this necessitates amendments to the Ag.., 
ricultural Agreement Act of 1937 to provide 
for such, employees and the State Board are 
directed to propose such amendments to the 
act and to vigorously work to secure their 
enactment. 

FEDERAL ORDER CLASS PRICES (1960) 

Resolved, That Pure Milk Products Cooper
ative seek prices for manufactured milk sold 
in Federal order markets which are more 
nearly in accord with the value of such milk 
as indicated by grade B milk prices. 

IMITATION DAIRY PRODUCTS PRESERVATIVES 
(1960) 

Resolved, That Pure Milk Products Cooper
ative exert every possible effort to eliminate 
the use of preservatives in imitation dairy 
products which may aid in the use of in
ferior ingredients and eliminate the need 
for refrigeration of such imitations. 

BLUE CHEESE IMPORT RESTRICTIONS (1960) 

Resolved, That Pure Milk Products Cooper
ative use every possible means to prevent 
the increase in import quotas for blue cheese 
as recently requested by the Danish Govern
ment. 

TRANSACTION OF ADDITIONAL 
ROUTINE BUSINESS 

By unanimous consent, the following 
routine business was transacted: 

JOINT RESOLUTION OF WISCONSIN 
LEGISLATURE 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the 
Wisconsin State Legislature recently 
adopted a joint resolution memorializing 
the Congress to appropriate funds so 
that the memorial over the U.S.S. Ari
zona may be completed as a national 
shrine for the men killed at Pearl Har
bor on December 7, 1941. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
joint resolution be printed in the RECORD, 
and referred to the appropriate commit
tee. 

There being no objection, the joint 
resolution was referred to the Committee 
on Appropriations, as follows: 

JOINT RESOLUTION 49 
A joint resolution memorializing the Con

gress to appropriate the necessary funds 
so that the memorial over the U.S.S. Ari
zona may be completed as a national 
shrine for the men killed at Pearl Harbor 
on December 7, 1941 
Whereas the project to build a permanent 

memorial over the hull of the U.S.S. Arizona, 
sunk in the December 7, 1941, attack on 
Pearl Harbor and still containing the bodies 
of 1,102 servicemen entombed within it, is 
slowin g because of lack of funds although 
the project is nearing completion; and 

Whereas the Navy Club of the United 
States of America, one of the originators of 
the plan to enshrine the Arizona and its 
gallant dead as a memorial to all who died at 
Pearl Harbor on the day of infamy in 1941, 
has been responsible together with the Pa
cific War Memorial Commission for raising 
$250,000 privately toward the $500,000 need
ed; and 

Whereas the Hawaii Legislature has ap
propriated an additional $50,000 toward the 
memorial leaving an additional $200,000 still 
needed; and 

Whereas the completion of this memorial 
is in the interest of the Nation as a whole 
as a shrine to the men who gave their 
lives and as a symbol for future eternal 
vigilance: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the senate (the assembly 
concurring), That the Congress is memorial
ized by the Legislature of the State of Wis
consin to appropriate the necessary $200,000 
in additional funds so that the memorial 
over the U.S.S. A1·izona may be completed at 
an early date as a national shrine for the 
men killed at Pearl Harbor on December 7, 
1941, and that suitable copies of this resolu
tion be forwarded by the secretary of state 
to the President of the United States and 
the Members of Congress from this State. 

W . P. KNOWLES, 
President of the Senate. 

LAWRENCE R. LARSEN, 
Chief Clerk of the Senate. 

DAVID J. BLANCHARD, 
Speaker of the Assembly. 

ROBERT G. MAROTZ, 
Chief Clerk of the Assembly. 

ADDITIONAL BILLS INTRODUCED 
Additional bills were introduced, read 

the first time, and, by unanimous con
sent, the second time, and referred, as 
follows: 

By Mr. FULBRIGHT: 
S. 1948. A bill to provide for the issuance 

of a special postage stamp in commemora
tion of the 100th anniversary of the Battle 
of Pea Ridge; to the Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service. 

(See the remarks of Mr. FuLBRIGHT when he 
introduced the above bill, which appear un
der a separate heading.) 

By Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey: 
S. 1949. A bill for the relief of the State of 

New Jersey; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

By Mr. BRIDGES (for himself, Mr. 
SCHOEPPEL, and Mr. COTTON): 

8.1950. A bill to extend for 4 years the 
temporary provisions of Public Laws 815 
and 874, 81st Congress, relating to Federal 
assistance in the construction and opera
tion of schools in areas affected by Federal 
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activities; to the Committee on Labor and 
Public Welfare. 

By Mr. BYRD of West Virginia: 
S. 1951. A bill for the relief of Dr. Gerardo 

L. Yubero, his wife, Luz Fortuny de Lopez, 
and their two minor children, Gerard Lopez 
Fortuny and Fernando Lopez Fortuny; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. RANDOLPH (for himself and 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia): 

S. 1952. A b111 to provide for an additional 
benefit factor for flood control projects lo
cated in labor surplus areas; to the Com
m ittee on Public Works. 

ISSUANCE OF A SPECIAL POSTAGE 
STAMP IN COMMEMORATION OF 
CENTENNIAL OF BATTLE OF PEA 
RIDGE, ARK. 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 

introduce, for appropriate reference, a 
bill to authorize and direct the Post
master General to issue a special postage 
stamp in commemoration of the cen
tennial of the Battle of Pea Ridge, Ark. 

Pea Ridge is located in Benton County 
in the northwest corner of Arkansas. 
It was the site of what is considered by 
historians of the period to be the most 
significant engagement of the Civil War 
fought west of the Mississippi River. 
The battle took place on March 6, 7, and 
8, 1862, and involved a total of over 
26,000 men. As a result of the :fighting, 
the northward push of the Confederate 
forces was halted and the State of Mis
souri remained in Union hands. 

By an act of the 84th Congress, ana
tional military park was created to pre
serve the h istorical value of the land
scape and buildings touched by the 
fighting. Nearly 4,000 acres have been 
acquired for the park-largely through 
the efforts of State and local authorities 
and residents of the area. It is contem
plated that the Park will be ready for 
public use on the 100th anniversary of 
the battle next March. Dedication cere
monies are planned for the occasion and 
those in charge foresee a large gathering. 
The issuance of this commerorative 
stamp would be proper recognition of the 
significance of the battle and a tribute 
to those who fought at Pea Ridge. I hope 
that the Congress will see fit to act ex
peditiously on this legislation in order 
that there will be sufficient time for the 
design and production of the stamp prior 
to the centennial. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be received and appropriately 
referred. 

The bill (S. 1948) to provide for the 
issuance of a special postage stamp in 
commemoration of the one-hundredth 
anniversary of the Battle of Pea Ridge, 
introduced by Mr. FULBRIGHT, was re
ceived, read twice by its title, and re
ferred to the Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service. 

SCHOOL ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1961-
AMENDMENTS 

Mr. COOPER (for himself, Mr. BuSH, 
Mr. CASE of New Jersey, and Mr. JAVITs), 
submitted amendments, intended to be 
proposed by them, jointly, to the bill <S. 
1021) to authorize a program of Federal 
financial assistance for education, which 

were ordered to lie on the table and be 
printed. 

ADJOURNMENT TO 9 A;M. 
TOMORROW 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, if 
there is no further business to come be
fore the Senate, under the previous or
der, I move that the Senate adjourn until 
9 o'clock tomorrow morning. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 
9 o'clock and 56 minutes p.m.) the Sen
ate adjourned, under the order previ
ously entered, until tomorrow, Wednes
day, May 24, 1961, at 9 o'clock a.m. 

NOMINATIONS 
Executive nominations received by the 

Senate May 23, 1961: 
U.S. CmcuiT JuDGE 

Albert A. Ridge, of Missouri, to be U.S. 
circuit judge for the eighth circuit, vice 
Archibald K. Gardner, retired. 

U.S. MARSHAL 

Gibson Greer Ezell, o!f Georgia, to be U .S. 
marshal for the middle district of Georgia 
for the term of 4 years, vice William K. Holt, 
Jr. 

BUREAU OF CUSTOMS 

A. Bayard Angle, of Florida, to be collector 
of customs for Customs Collection District 
No. 18, with headquarters in Tampa, Fla. 

Mrs. Edna M. Scales, of Oregon, to be col
l6ctor of customs for Customs Collection 
District No. 29, with headquarters in Port
land, Oreg. 

Dr. Ernest I. Mural, of Hawaii, to be collec
tor of customs for Customs Collection Dis
trict No. 32, with headquarters in Honolulu, 
Hawaii. 

IN THE ARMY 

The following-named officers for promotion 
in the Regular Army of the United States, 
under the provisions of title 10, United States 
Code, sections 3284 and 3298. 

To be first lieutenants 
Carper, Robert R., 091180. 
Dobson, Benjamin F., 091578. 
Edwards, Tom R., 091815. 
Emigh, Edward W., 083706. 
Frye, Norman E., 091831. 
Gauntner, Donald E., 091196. 
Johnston, Jerry M., 091891. 
Jung, Paul T., 091164. 
Ney, Leland E., 088461. 
Redman, David E., 092117. 

To be first lieutenant, Army Nurse Corps 
Nattier, Carolyn M., N3001. 

The following-named person for appoint
ment in the Regular Army by transfer in 
the grade specified, under the provisions of 
title 10, United States Code, sections 3283, 
3284, 3285, 3286, 3287, and 3288: 

To be second lieutenant 
Yeatts, Frederick L. (MSC), 087985. 

The following-named persons for appoint
ment in the Regular Army of the United 
States, in the grades specified under the 
provisions of title 10, United States Code, 
sections 3283, 3284,3285, 3286, 3287, and 3288: 

To be major 

McCrady, RichardT., 0733936. 

To be captains 
Bessler, Felix J., 01930372. 
Creed, W1lliam H., 01885200. 
Curry, Jerry R., 01936019. 
Glunn, Franklin J., 01341660. 
Holland, Raymond, 04009817. 
Mooneyham, Bill M., 02263072. 
Roper, Devrlx S., 04011978. 

Sauberan, Robert L., 04005262. 
Seeley, Wayne L., 01924841. 
Small, Harold I., 01936075. 

To be first lieutenants 
Bannister, Barry B., 04010665. 
Born, Edward G., 04031063. 
Bowen, Cecil R ., 02287796. 
Brill, James H., 04066030. 
Crompton, Will1am B., Jr., 01935429. 
Daly, Frederick R., 02287600. 
East, Kenneth E., 05405012. 
Fratzke, Walter E., Jr., 04074382. 
Griggs, Carlvin J., 05300527. 
Hill, Gene P., 05301758. 
Kallhoff, Ronald K., 04084486. 
Leister, Glenn A., 04026287. 
Mascia, Donald J., 04074719. 
Merritt, Sylvester A., Jr ., 05301779. 
Pace, Linwood A., Jr., 0 4031247. 
Pfeiffer, Richa rd W. , 02302243. 
Piff, Walter F., Jr., 04085203. 
Pitts, Walter E., Jr. , 05402878. 
Sonnier, Robby J., 05400198. 
Vail, Na than C., 04030766. 
Willis, Raymond E., 04047918. 

To be second lieutenants 
Bentley, Robert G., 05505798. 
Bettge, Darryl A., 05404275. 
Blake, William, 05510651. 
Burley, Edward B., 05212011. 
Clark, Vernon L., 05403491. 
Copeland, Richard L., 05213693. 
Covington, Dwight H., 05305871. 
Curren, William F ., III, 05307553. 
Daly, Charles F., 05208003. 
Durham, William D., 05207175. 
Ellerthorpe, Donald 0., 05304200. 
Estes, Glen A., 05403212. 
Goff, DeWayne B., 05206205. 
Gray, Robert M., III. 
Herms, Alfred M., 04049144. 
Howard, Jimmie B., 05404377. 
Kiely, Kenda ll F., 05006681. 
Kouril, Robert F., 04204565. 
Leary, Paul E., 05403653. 
Luzietti, John E., 05402034. 
McGranahan, Kenneth L., 05303767. 
McQuaid, Ronald J., 05308165. 
Miller, Wayne R., 05509175. 
O'Connell, Thomas R., 05006237. 
Ondecker, Lawrence W., 05207128. 
Parr, Gary K., 05403061. 
Peterson, Humphrey L., Jr., 05305198. 
R a nney, Thomas A., 05506014. 
Roy, D a nielS., 05002875. 
Schwartz, Paul R., 05507752. 
Simpson, Felix D., 05208831. 
Simpson, Robert M., 05505986. 
Sinkler, Paul F., 05509765. 
Smith, Marcus D., Jr., 05306005. 
Smith, Robert D., 05208084. 
Stainback, William C., 05311193. 
Strong, Edward M., 05307409. 
Taylor, Vernon K., 05704354. 
Vogl, Raymond E., 05507911. 
Walton, James F ., 05308508. 
Winterbottom, Rodney L ., 05511272. 

The following n a med persons for appoint
ment in the Regular Army of the United 
States, in the grades and corps specified, 
under the provisions of title 10, United States 
Code, sections 3283, 3284, 3285, 3286, 3287, 
3288, 3289, 3290, 3291, 3294 and 3311: 

To be captains, Medical Corps 
Darlak, Joseph J., 04065011. 
Dyer, John T., 02295027. 
Mayfield, Gerald W., 01940721. 
Miller, Louis V., A03001700. 
Nowosiwsky, Taras, 05004238. 
Stansifer, Ph111p D., 02238665. 

To be captains, Medical Service Corps 
Dysart, Stanley H., Jr., 04005988. 
Evans, Wayne 0., 01929872. 

To be first lieutenants, Army Nurse Corps 
Clark, Anna M., N2244275. 
Dixon, Georgia M. F., N901442. 
Donnelly, Gwendolyn N., N805773. 
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Garmon, Betty L., N792333. 
Hernandez, Nilza R., N2291970. 
McCormack, Winifred R., N5003710. 

To be first lieutenants, Medical Corps 
Andrews, Frank B ., Jr., 02300486. 
Epling, John P., Jr., 02300464. 
Ewald, Roger A., 02298304. 
Feagin, John A., Jr., 072048. 
Herrington, Jack K., 02300465. 
Raffety, John E., 02300495. 
Rapoport, Morton I., 05206067. 
Stambaugh, Roy A., 05501070. 

To be first lieutenant, Veterinary Corps 
Voelker, Richard W., Jr., 02297929. 

To be second lieutenants, Medical Service 
Corps 

Carnahan, Robert P ., 05306173 . 
Fulton, William R., Jr., 05409958. 
Harling, John T., 05300471. 
Heaton, Billy A. 
Lanham, Richard H., Jr ., 02300453. 

To be second lieutenants, Women's ATmy 
Corps 

Ball, Elizabeth C., L2298584. 
Kelly, Jacquelin J., L2300221. 

The following-named distinguished mili
tary students for appointment in the Regu-

lar Army of the United States, in the grade 
and corps specified, under the provisions of 
title 10, United States Code, sections 3283, 
3284, 3285, 3286, 3287, 3288, and 3290: 

To be second lieutenants, Medical Service 
Corps 

Dawley, Donald D., Jr. Reilly, William F., Jr. 
Fladd, Frederic H. Schultz, Paul L. 
Foulds, David G. 

The following-named distinguished mili
tary students for appointment in the Regu
lar Army of the United States in the grade 
of second lieutenants, under the provisions 
of title 10, United States Code, sections 3283, 
3284, 3285, 3286, 3287, and 3288: 
Aikman, Peter R. 
Allred, James R. 
Atkinson, John M. 
Avery, John, Jr. 
Bailey, Fred E. 
Biggers, Homer L. H., 

Jr. 
Bissell, Norman M. 
Blanke, Richard C. 
Bone, David M. 
Bossart, Walter R. 
Bradley, Sylvan K. 
Burns, Frederick A. 

Burwell, Rodney P . 
05513516 

Byrn, Noel R . 
Campbell , Larry D. 
Cavezza, Carmen J. 
Chester, Michael Q. 
Chronis, Nicholas N. 
Corson, John R . 
Crigger, Donald E. 
Cundiff, Brian H . 
Dickinson, Curtis L. 
Dierking, Irwin S., Jr. 
Dittmar, Richard S. 

Dougherty, Charles H . McLaughlin, Charles, 
Eckman, Philip L. III 
Elan, John N. McNamara, William P . 
FitzPatrick, Thomas Meek, John E. 
Flory, Richard A. Miner, Ellis D., Jr. 
Fox, Edwin F., Jr. Modine, Kent A. 
Fryday, Jack C. Moore, John K. 
Garrison, David M. More, Angus S., Jr. 
Goldman, Paul J . Natkowski, Leonard J . 
Harbach, David V. O'Connell, Joseph 
Ff:armon, Charles E. Osterman, Gerard D. 
Harper, Jack R. Patterson, Freddie L. 
Hill, George R. Ragin, William D. H. 
Hitchcock, DiC'key Sager, David W. 
Hitt, Gary C. Shimer, Preston L. 
Holder, Arthur T. Simpson, William A. 
Howard, Barry Skiles, Carl L. 
Ioanidis, Gabriel Smock, Jimmie E. 
Jones, William L. Spencer, James I. 
Kelly, Benjamin E., Jr. Stewart, Michael 0. 
Lane, Stanley W. Sulzen, Robert H. 
Larens, James M. 'Taylor, Hazel H., Jr. 
Luff, Gary M. Thompson, Charles R. 
Mack, Donald J. Weaver, Kenneth J., 
Malone, William K. Jr. 
Matz, Stanford Westerbeke, John H.; 
McCormick, Allen L ., Jr. 

III Williamson, Robert F. 
McGough, Robert E. Zerby, John G., Jr. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

The Cost of Health Care 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. CLINTON P. ANDERSON 
OF NEW MEXICO 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 

Tuesday, May 23, 1961 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that a review 
which appeared in the Washington Post 
of May 21 be printed in the CoNGRES
SIONAL RECORD. It was written by the 
junior Senator from Oregon and relates 
some of the most significant points in 
"Doctors, Patients, and Health Insur
ance," by Herman Somers and Anne R. 
Somers. I also ask that a news report 
on this book from the Washington Post 
of May 22 be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the review 
and news report were ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

TOTTING UP THE COST OF HEALTH CARE 
(Reviewed by MAURINE B. NEUBERGER) 

Medical and health care costs now total 
over $25 billion annually and take 5.4 per
cent of our Nation's total gross national 
product. 

These figures are likely to rise, with medi
cal care costs since World War II increasing 
far more rapidly than the general cost of, 
living. In the last decade the increase was 
twice as fast as all prices and between June 
1958 and June 1960 the rate was three and 
a half times. The American people are show
ing a growing concern with the organization 
and financing of medical care. 

To help supply some of the answers in 
this complex field, Mr. and Mrs. Herman 
Somers have written a particularly valuable 
and penetrating analysis of the organiza
tion, distribution, and financing of personal 
medical care. I do not believe that anyone 
should argue the pros and cons of the Ken
nedy administration's proposed health cov
erage legislation for the retired under the 
social security system until he has read this 
book. · 

The problem of providing adequate health 
coverage for the aged has aroused public 
opinion and controversy. The aged in the 
population are increasing at the rate of more 
than 1,000 per day and by 1970 there will be 
nearly 20 million persons 65 and over. 

Three-fifths of the aged had less than 
$1,000 in total income in 1958, according to 
the Bureau of the Census, and nearly four
fifths had income of less than $2,000 the 
same year. 

In a well-reasoned chapter the Somers 
argue that the social security financed health 
coverage will best meet the needs of the aged. 
They point out that meaningful insurance 
must meet at least 75 percent of an aged 
person's health expenses and should embrace 
85 percent of the aged population. They 
also argue that it is unreasonable to expect 
older persons to spend more than 12 percent 
of their incomes for medical care, which is 
double the national average. The husband 
and wife team says: 

"The probable average level preinium re
quired for 75 percent protection with 12 per
cent of income would exclude more than 
three-quarters of this age group. This makes 
no allowance for the additional 25 percent 
costs to be met out of pocket. Even allow
ing a substantial margin for error, the situ
ation reveals a dead end." 

Dr. Basil C. McLean, recently retired presi
dent of the Blue Cross Association, is quoted 
as saying that "a lifetime's experience has led 
me at last to conclude that the costs of care 
for the aged cannot be met, unaided, by the 
mechanisms of insurance or prepayment as 
they exist today. The aged simply cannot · 
afford to buy from any of these the scope of 
care that is required, nor do the stern reali
ties permit any carrier, whether nonprofit or 
commercial, to provide benefits which are 
adequate at a price which is feasible for 
any but a small proportion of the aged." 

One of the most interesting and reward
ing sections of the book deals with the 
changing pattern of medical practice and 
the doctor-patient relationship. The tech
nological revolution in medicine, growing 
specialization in the profession, the role of 
clinics and combined practice have all done 
much to change the image of the tradi
tional doctor-patient relationship. 

The authors conclude that an inversion 
of some popular slogans with respect· to the 

relationship between the quality of medical 
care, medical financing and the optimum 
doctor-patient relationship is clearly in 

. order. 
Federal employees will be reassured by 

the comments on the Federal employees 
health benefits program administered by 
the U.S. Civil Service Commission. The au
thors also endorse the closed-panel, group 
practice type of health coverage such as is 
operated by Group Health Association in the 
Washington area, Health Insurance Plan of 
New York and the Kaiser Foundation health 
plans on the west coast. 

The entire varied field of personal health 
care is carefully explored with chapters de
voted to the role of modern hospitals, the 
drug industry, the growing doctor need and 
shortage, health carriers and the strengths 
and needs in the medical insurance indus
try. The book is well documented by ex
tensive footnotes, tables and charts. 

The authors carefully chart the pattern 
of change and direction in medical care 
and have produced a valuable study 1n a 
highly complex and controversial field. I 
am sure this volume will be carefully read 
by all those dealing with medical care 
problems. 

STUDY BACKS EXPANDED MEDICAL AID 
(By Lewis Hawkins) 

Mounting public pressure for providing 
adequate medical care to all Americans makes 
expanded Federal aid inevitable, it was re
ported in a research study released yester
day. 

Part of this aid should be old age health 
insurance under the social security system 
but this is no sound basis for alarm among 
physicians or private insurance systems, the 
book says. 

"Doctors, Patients and Health Insurance," 
released by the Brookings Institution, is a 
534-page volume resulting from 3 years' re
search by Herman M. Somers and his wife, 
Anne R. Somers. Somers is head of the po
litical science department at Haverford Col
lege, Haverford, Pa., and was a member of 
PTesident Kennedy's preinauguration Task 
Force on Health and Social Security. 

FORD BACKED STUDY 
Research and publication were financed by 

the institution with assistance from the 
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Ford Foundation. Brookings is a privat~ or
ganization engaged in research and educa
tion in the social sciences. As usual, the 
institution notes that the conclusions 
reached in studies it finances do not neces
sarily represent the institution's views. 

Much of the book is devoted to reviewing 
&he problems of medical care including 
mounting costs, especially those in the drug 
.field; the shortages of doctors and support
ing personnel; the acute lack of "parahos
pital" facilities-nursing homes, outpatient 
clinics, rehabilitation centers, etc.-to care 
for patients now being sent to regular hos
pitals. 

Advances in private insurance plans are 
praised but it is reported that about 49 mil
lion persons-28 percent of the population
remain without any protection. Most of 
these are in the medically indigent group 
who are otherwise self-supporting but can
not provide for medical care. 

GENERAL AGREEMENT 

Insofar as the aged are concerned, the 
authors find there is already general agree
ment on the need for public action. The 
main question is said to be whether it should 
be under Federal-State subsidy or private in
surance-as provided under a 1960 Federal 
law--or insurance within the present social 
security system-which is what the Kennedy 
administration seeks. 

The authors say: 
"The latter appears simpler, more econom

ical and more equitable as well as involving 
less Government intrusion in the affairs of 
private carriers, and greater dignity for the 
beneficiaries." 

Interstate Compacts for Library Service 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. JOHN E. FOGARTY 
OF RHODE ISLAND 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tue~day, May 23, 1961 
Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Speaker, I have 

today introduced a bill which would 
grant the consent of Congress to inter
state agreements for the purpose of de
veloping or operating library facilities 
and services. 

Libraries, like all other governmental 
agencies, are searching for ways to pro
vide service effectively and economically 
for all people regardless of where they 
live. While State, county, town, and 
municipal library systems are serving a 
large segment of the Nation, population 
expansion and shifts within recent years 
have created new groupings, bound by 
economic, topographic, and social con
siderations, but separated politically by 
the intrusion of State lines. Like trans
portation and other public services, most 
efficient library operations in many cases 
would follow these natural patterns 
rather than those of the more artificial 
political boundary lines. Interstate 
planning is the next step which should 
be taken in many localities. It appears 
timely, therefore, that Congress give 
consent in advance so that progress may 
be encouraged and it is for this purpose 
that I have introduced the bill. 

Article I, section 10 of the Constitu
tion of the United States has apparently 
been a deterrent to States joining in 
projects for mutual benefit, yet it ap-

pears that educational and library serv
ice projects cannot in any way be a 
"clear and present danger to the sov
ereignty of the United States"; in any 
way affect the powers delegated to the 
National Government; or affect the po
litical balance within the Federal system. 
However, some attorneys general have 
ruled otherwise, and many States appear 
to be reluctant to pass legislation which 
will permit joint action on library 
matters. 

There are two distinct areas where 
library service might be improved 
through interstate agreements-one is 
the great metropolitan district, and the 
other sparsely settled rural areas where 
boundaries hinder development of an 
area large enough to provide modem 
library services. 

Of the 25 largest metropolitan dis
tricts 12 are on State borders. The large 
metropolitan library, chiefly supported 
by local taxation, is faced with demands 
for service from the entire area. De
veloping library service programs for the 
entire area could be best undertaken by 
the large metropolitan library and would 
result in a well coordinated and 
strengthened service for the entire dis
trict but a compact of some type would 
appear to be necessary. 

The general statute, New York Gen
eral Municipal Law, sections 460-473-
supplement-interlocal agreements with 
governmental units of other States, in 
its statement of purpose clearly defines 
the problem for both rural and urban 
areas: 

To permit local governmental units to 
make the most efficient use of their powers 
by enabling them to cooperate with govern
mental units of other States on a basis of 
mutual advantage and thereby to provide 
services and facilities in a manner that wm 
accord best with geographic, economic, popu
lation, and other factors influencing the 
needs and development of local communities. 

Since the great change in transporta
tion, and especially since the automobile 
has become a regular means of private 
transportation, populations have shifted 
to a point where the self-contained local 
village hardly exists. Shopping centers 
have made great changes in our way of 
life, as has the development of indus
trial centers centralized and decentra.I-
~ed · 

We have discovered that a village 
library cannot provide all the informa
tion and books its residents need and de
sire. Television and other media are 
arousing interest in many subjects and 
problems our onetime small towner was 
willing to let others be informed about. 
Now it is necessary for the library to 
have greater resources than local taxes 
could ever provide. The central~ed 
reference service at the State library and 
the bookmobiles which move from town 
to town leaving collections of current 
books of interest to all ages and groups 
are permitting our towns to provide the 
needed broader library services. 

Since State boundaries are artificial at 
best and frequently ignore topographi
cal limits, as well as population distri
bution and economic developments, it 
seems appropriate that every opportu
nity taken be given for successfully 
bridging these boundaries. 

There are many library services which 
are possible on an interstate basis. 
Those of the large metropolitan district 
may be somewhat different but many of 
our smaller cities might effectively ex
pand service to more rural areas in 
neighboring States. 

A group of small libraries on a State 
border could jointly employ a cataloger, 
pool their book funds and buy and cata
log their books not only with a saving 
of money, but with an improvement in 
the quality of the cataloging. 

Every library of any s~e. particularly 
if it is a reference library, has a stock of 
books and journals which should be 
preserved but which are seldom used. 
In small States such as ours a deposi
tory could be established by several 
States for these seldom used materials 
and operated for the benefit of all. This 
would release valuable shelf space and 
permit disposal of all but one copy or 
set of these resources. · 

There will be many problems for indi
vidual States to work out ranging from 
methods by which State aid is to be ap
plied to a service jointly operated at the 
local level, the selection of governing 
boards for these agencies and tax sup
port. But if we have cleared the way 
by achieving the consent of Congress, 
then we can tackle the purely local 
problems. 

Needed: Stronger Effort To Halt 
Expansion of Communism 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. ALEXANDER WILEY 
OF WISCONSIN 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 

Tuesday, May 23, 1961 

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, today, the 
free world is, as it should be, reexamining 
its policies designed to halt the out
spreading of communism. 

In Laos, Cuba, Vietnam, and else
where, we are witnessing the devious 
tactics employed by the Communists. 

Over the weekend, I was privileged to 
discuss the situation over radio station 
WGN, Chicago. 

During the address, I reviewed some 
possible ways in which we · might 
strengthen our policies to halt Red 
aggression. 

I ask unanimous consent to have the 
text of the address printed in the REc
ORD. 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
TEXT OF SENATOR WILEY' S ADDRESS OVER 

RADIO STATION WGN 

Around the globe the Communists are en
gaging in a powerful offensive to further 
their aims of world conquest. They control 
about one-third, or nearly 1 billion, of the 
people of the world. 

In Laos and Cuba, the Reds are strength
ening their grip on the reins of government. 

Will Thailand, Vietnam, Cambodia . be 
next? · 

How long can the non-.Communist na
tions permit this gobbling up, piece by piece, 
of more people and territory? 
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If this expansion continues, the scale of 

world power, and voting strength ln the 
United Nations will eventually tip toward 
the Reds. We must not forget Mr. Khru
shchev's threat to bury us. 

Now what can be done? 
We must "stiffen our backbone." 
We must take a new look at Communist 

aggressions, particularly their success, and 
determine how to cope with the Red offen
sives. 

Should we adopt Monroe Doctrine type 
policies with our allies for areas like south
east Asia? What would be involved? The 
following steps: 

Determine a defensible line against Red 
aggression; 

Provide forces capable of stopping the 
Communists at that line; 

Warn the Reds that if they commit ag
gression against such territories, either 
political, military, or economic, they can ex
pect to pay a price, war; 

Develop a capabiUty for more effectively 
fighting brush-fire wars; 

Increase the capab111ty of NATO, SEATO, 
CENTO and ANZUS to expand political, so
social and economic efforts to strengthen 
the free world and assist noncommitted na
tions to ward off the attempted inroads by 
the Reds; 

Finally, but most important, create a 
more effective nonmilitary counteroffensive 
involving (1) designing blueprints for free
dom for the nations of the world to counter 
communistic blueprints for takeover; (2) 
more strongly challenge the Reds' control 
of subjugated people behind the Iron and 
Bamboo Curtains; and (3) engage in a more 
effective political, economic, social, cultural 
offensive on all fronts. 

Regre4;tably, the free world alliances, in
cluding SEATO, have not yet developed the 
kind of firm, strong policy that would evoke 
confidence for example of the southeast 
Asia nations in warding off the Red offen
sive. Currently, countries such as Thailand 
are reportedly toying with the idea of adopt
ing a "neutralist" policy. 

To me, this is untenable. Why? Be
cause a small nation, in my judgment, by 
itself cannot repel the concerted military, 
economic, polttical, social pressures which 
the Communists will be concentrating for a 
takeover. For the Reds, a declaration of 
neutralism is a sign of "open hunting sea
son." 

While India, a large country, has been 
able to maintain a policy of relative neu
tralism, she has stiffened her backbone. 

In the East-West contest, the Reds have 
been substantially helped by lack of real
istic workable plans of the West for the tri
umph of freedom. 

In Laos, let's face it, the Reds have the 
upper hand. 

While we are talking about Laos and Cuba 
and South America, don't forget to keep 
our powder dry and our eyes also focused 
on Berlin and the rest of the world. 

Persuasion of the Amish (To Join Social 
Security) 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. HERMAN T. SCHNEEBELI 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 23, 1961 

Mr. SCHNEEBELI. Mr. Speaker, 
many of us have been made aware of 
the recent seizure and sale of the horses 

owned by an Amish farmer in Pennsyl
vania. This act, undertaken by the In
ternal Revenue Service to collect delin
quent social security payments was a 
matter of concern so that I requested the 
Commissioner of Internal Revenue to 
explain the action. I have just received 
the Commissioner's reply and I believe 
that, because of the interest which the 
case has stimulated, this correspondence 
should be called to the attention of all 
Members of Congress. 

For the benefit of my colleagues, I sub
mit tbe following letter to Commissioner 
Caplin, the Pittsburgh Press editorial re
ferred to in the letter, Commissioner 
Caplin's reply, and an excellent editorial 
from the Berwick Enterprise of May 2, 
1961. 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., May 9,1961. 

Hon. MORTIMER M. CAPLJN, 
Commissioner of Internal Revenue, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. COMMISSIONER: I am writing to 
you in regard to recent action by the Inter
nal Revenue Service against Mr. Valentine 
Byler of New Wilmington, Pa., in regard to 
a Federal tax lien amounting to $308 for 
unpaid taxes under the Federal Insurance 
Contributions Act. 

I am enclosing herewith an editorial from 
the Pittsburgh Press of Wednesday, May 
3, 1961. One of the things not mentioned 
in the editorial is the fact that some of 
Mr. Byler's fellow citizens have joined to
gether to help him with his spring plow
ing. 

I recognize that the payment of this tax 
like all other taxes is mandatory and that 
you and your associates have the responsi
bility for enforcing the payment of any 
Federal tax liability. However, I am very 
concerned with the manner which this par
ticular problem was handled. I particularly 
question the timing-during the plowing 
season-and the particular property con
fiscated. I believe that you may well be 
concerned that this is an instance where 
the Federal Government got its tax dollar 
but where very serious damage has been done 
to the public attitude toward our Federal 
tax system. I would sincerely appreciate 
receiving from you some information as to 
the endeavors made to collect this tax prior 
to seizing Mr. Byler's horses. I would also 
like to know the reason for the timing of 
this particular seizure and the reason for 
selecting the particular assets that were in
volved. Your comments on the extent to 
which recognition was given to the restric
tions on levy contained in section 6334 of 
the Internal Revenue Code will be appreci
ated. Whether or not you regard draft horses 
as livestock is another question that I would 
like to have answered. 

In closing I would make it clear that I am 
not criticizing anyone for enforcing the law, 
but I am seeking information as to the ra
tionale for doing it in the particular way 
that it was done. 

Sincerely yours, 
HERMAN T. SCHNEEBELI, 

Member of Congress. 

U.S. TREASURY DEPARTMENT, 
COMMISSIONER OF INTERNAL REVENUE, 

Washington, D.C., May 16, 1961. 
DEAR CONGRESSMAN SCHNEEBELI: This is in 

reply to your letter of May 9, 1961, concern
ing the collection of the delinquent social 
security taxes of Valentine Y. Byler for the 
years 1956 through 1959. 

As you are aware, Public Law 761, 83d 
Congress, which became effective on Jan
uary 1, 1955, extended social security cov-

erage to additional groups of self-employed 
persons, including farm operators. 

For religious reasons a minority group of 
Amish farmers were opposed to paying the 
tax on self -employment income, although 
they properly reported such tax on their 
income tax returns. The Service, being 
aware of the sincerity of these individuals' 
convictions, undertook a program of educa
tion and persuasion by which we hoped to 
collect the taxes involved on a voluntary 
basis. 

In the fall of 1956 the District Director 
in Cleveland held meetings with Amish 
farmers and their church officials in an ef
fort to solicit cooperation and voluntary 
compliance with the 1954 amendment. The 
major point which was stressed at these 
meetings was that the social security levy 
was a tax rather than an insurance prerilium, 
and that the Revenue Service was responsi
ble for the enforcement of this legislation. 

As a result of these meetings and of let
ters sent to the individuals involved, em
phasizing their duty to comply with the tax 
laws, payment, in the majority of cases, was 
voluntarily remitted. Out of the 2,000 to 
3,000 Amish farmers filing taxable returns 
there remained a number whose refusal to 
pay continued, and in approximately 130 
cases over the last 2 years, collection was en
forced by levying on bank accounts and 
from the proceeds of farm produce. In a 
few cases enforcement in this manner was 
not possible, because of the inability of In
ternal Revenue officials to locate bank ac
counts or sources of income subject to the 
levy process. 

The instant case arose with respect to one 
of the more conservative members of the 
Amish faith. Mr. Byler, at the time of the 
recent seizure, owed the following self
employment taxes: 

Year 

1956_-------- ---- ------------------
1957-- -----------------------------
1958-------------------------------
1959-------------------------------

Tax 

$82.60 
76.57 
32.98 
65.63 

Interest 

$19.91 
17.08 
7.05 
7.14 

For some time efforts to secure voluntary 
payment of the above taxes had been made 
without success. On July 13, 1960, a duly 
executed summons, requesting Mr. Byler to 
appear before a revenue officer to answer 
questions concerning his financial condition, 
was issued. Mr. Byler failed to respond to 
this summons. On August 2, 1960, an assist
ant U.S. attorney wrote Mr. Byler with re
gard to the summons, but there was no com
pliance. Subsequently, a civil contempt 
proceeding was brought before the U.S. Dis
trict Court for the Western District of Penn
sylvania. After a number of continuances, 
this proceeding was dismissed on motion of 
the U.S. attorney on January 20, 1961. 

On April 18, 1961, a notice of seizure was 
handed Mr. Byler. In seizing the horses 
recognition was duly given the provisions of 
section 6334 of the Internal Revenue Code 
concerning property exempt from levy. The 
Internal Revenue officials who handled this 
matter were as considerate as possible of Mr. 
Byler's interests in seizing three of his six 
horses in deference to other personalty. At 
all times it had been the intent of the 
Service to avoid the imposition of any undue 
hardship which might arise. 

On May 1, 1961, a sale was conducted in 
accordance with the provisions of section 
6335 of the Internal Revenue Code. The 
gross proceeds of the sale amounted to $460. 

The expenses (drayage, boarding, insur
ance, and advertising) amounted to $113.15. 
Since the liability amounted to $308.96, the 
surplus, $37.89, was refunded to him. 

The collection of the Federal self-employ
ment tax from Mr. Byler and. other Amish 
people who are opposed to social security 
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coverage for themselves has been an un
pleasant and difficult task for our people. 
With patience in their dealings, however, we 
have been successful in persuading most of 
them to pay their taxes voluntarily. I have 
been advised by our attorneys that there is 
nothing under the present law which would 
represent an exemption for individuals who 
would otherwise be covered, who are opposed 
to participation on grounds of religious be
lief. Since the Internal Revenue Service has 
no authority to relieve the Amish farmers of 
their liability for the Federal self-employ
ment tax, when Mr. Byler remained adamant 
in his refusal to pay the tax, it was incum
bent on the Pittsburgh office to proceed with 
collection enforcement. 

I can personally assure you that the seizure 
of Mr. Byler's property was not timed with 
any malice in mind. It was merely the 
culmination of extended administrative pro
ceedings. As you are aware, the Amish do 
not surround themselves with many of the 
comforts of our present-day society, so that 
the choice of property to levy upon was not 
an easy one. The selection of three horses 
was based upon the fact that Mr. Byler 
owned six horses at the time. 

In recognizing the status of property ex
empt from levy, the revenue officer seizing 
the property set aside to Mr. Byler that por
tion of property aggregating $500 in value 
under section 6334(a) (2). Therefore, the 
question as to whether draft horses are re
garded as livestock was never reached. Al
though the word "livestock" is not defined in 
section 6334, common usage would imply 
the inclusion of draft horses. This, of 
course, would be restricted to the $500 limi
tation set out in the section. 

If additional information is desired, I 
would be most happy to accommodate. 

Sincerely, 
MORTIMER M. CAPLIN, 

Commissioner. 

THE STUPIDITY OF THE LAW 

You don't have to go behind the Iron Cur
tain to find an example of the heartless and 
inhuman use of the power of government 
against the individual citizen. You need go 
no farther than New Wilmington, Pa. 

It was there that the power and majesty of 
the Federal Government was invoked to show 
one Valentine Byler the necessity of con
forming to the dictates of the Central Gov
ernment. 

Mr. Byler is a member of the Amish sect, 
whose way of life is part of their religion. 
They are a frugal farming people who eschew 
modern machinery and use horse-drawn 
equipment. Their religion forbids them to 
make war or to accept anything from gov
ernment. In case of need, they take care of 
their own. They are entirely self-reliant. 

Among other things the Am.ishman won't 
touch is the social security system. In their 
way of life, there is no need for old-age pen
sions, and some 250 Amish famllies around 
New Wilmington therefore make no pay
ments into the social security trust fund. 

But the Government contends that, ~ as 
self-employed farmers, they are obligated by 
a 1955 law to pay 4¥2 percent of their gross 
earnings into the social security fund. In 
essence, this contention is that they must 
save for their old age whether they want to 
or not and whether they ever draw a nickel's 
worth of benefits, which no Am.ishman will 
do. 

SO, one W. K. Shaw of the regional In
ternal Revenue Service, figured out a way 
to teach the Amish obedience to the law. 
He selected Valentine Byler as the first can
didate and seized his three workhorses on 
a lien of $308. 

The other day the animals were sold, har
ness and all, for $460. Not a single Amish
man was present at the auction sale. The 
IRS plans to proceed in a ·similar manner 
against other members of the Amish sect. 

This is a legal atrocity and it calls for 
review by officials of the Internal Revenue 
Service, or by higher Government officers. 
And if relief from such a stupid enforcement 
policy cannot be gained that way, Congress 
should act promptly to amend the law. 

For what the Government is saying to 
Valentine Byler and his neighbors is: 
"You'll join the social security system 
whether you want to or not, and if you 
refuse we'll take away the horses you need 
to make a living by tilling the soil." 

This is on a par with the old vaudeville 
skit of a Communist orator declaiming that 
"Come the revolution, the workers will eat 
strawberries and cream." When one by
stander objected that he didn't like straw
berries and cream, the orator persists: "Come 
the revolution, you will eat strawberries 
and cream and you'll like strawberries and 
cream." 

The Federal Government will look just as 
ridiculous if it continues seizing the horses 
of peaceful Amishmen to dragoon them into 
'a forced welfare system. 

[From the Berwick Enterprise, May 2, 1961] 
AN OUTRAGE 

Another outrage has been perpetrated in 
our socialistic state, and it is socialistic, 
whatever you care to think. 

The latest outrage is the confiscation of 
three fine horses, owned by an Amish farmer, 
at New Castle, in default of $308 in back 
social security payments. 

The Amish and Mennonites, we have said 
before and we repeat again, are our most 
admirable Pennsylvanians in these crackpot 
days. They pay their own way, live sensibly 
and ask no favors of anyone. Their beliefs 
do not permit them to become wards of the 
State in any manner, not even to the extent 
of social security. 

Now understand, we have no fault to find 
with social security and we only hope there 
is still some of it available for pension use 
when we reach pension age. However, we 
don't feel that social security or any other 
socialistic idea should be forced upon those 
who do not want it and the Amish do not. 

A tragic angle of this is that at least a doz
en Amish families in the New Castle area 
have decided they have had enough, not 
only of Pennsylvania but of the United 
States itself, for it is the Federal Government 
which is attempting to force social security 
taxing on the Amish. So those dozen-plus 
families are going to sell their Pennsylvania 
farms and move to canada where people stlll 
enjoy some of the freedoms that those who 
had the spirit of '76 fought for. 

There are a lot of citizens we could well 
do without but the Amish are not among 
those. The State government has made a 
mess of things in attempting to force our 
school ideas on these people. Now the Fed
eral Government is making a mess of things 
by attempting to force social security on 
them. 

Somewhere there should certainly be a les
son in all this, but what's the use. The pow
ers that be wouldn't believe it anyway. 

Tourism-The New Economic Frontier for 
West Virginia 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. ROBERT C. BYRD 
OF WEST VIRGINIA 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 

Tuesday, May 23, 1961 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. 

President, I ask unanimous consent to 

have printed in the CONGRESSIONAL REC
ORD an address which I was provileged 
to make before the second annual travel 
clinic, sponsored by the Upper Monon
gahela Valley Association, at Black
water Lodge, Davis, W. Va., on May 12 
of this year. The glories of my State 
of West Virginia are so many that I be
lieve Americans in all walks of life should 
have the opportunity to become ac
quainted with them, and I trust that a 
reading of my remarks will spur them 
to do so. 

There being no objection, the remarks 
were ordered to ·be printed in the REc
ORD, as follows: 

When God created the earth, He richly 
endowed West Virginia with natural re
sources, not the least of which is an abun
dance of scenic beauty, with unparalleled 
mountain views, cool green forests, spar
kling streams and lakes, and fertile valleys. 
He also gave it four distinct seasons, for He 
must have had in mind that these would one 
day provide for the people who inhabited 
this area a variety of opportunities for the 
development of a recreational center for 
the eastern half of these United States. 

And God is infinitely wise and farseeing, 
for today 55 percent of the Nation's popu
lation is within a 500-mile radius of the bor
ders of West Virginia, and I, for one, believe 
that all of those millions of people would 
welcome the opportunity to see God's hand
iwork in West Virginia. It remains for us 
to find the ways and means of stimulating 
them to do so. 

The tourist and recreation industry in the 
United States is big business. Although 
complete statistics for recreational expendi
tures are not available, the size and impor
tance of the industry is evident from the 
estimates of annual recreational spending. 
which vary from $18.3 billion to $42 billion. 
depending on the definition of what is to be 
included as recreational expenditures. 

It is interesting to note, however, that in 
1959, the latest year for which statistics are 
available, American workers took 77.7 million 
weeks of vacations, compared to only 54.3 
mlllion weeks in 1949. All the signs point 
to further increases in leisure time and all 
types of recreational spending. The outlook 
for the sixties is for an additional popula
tion of about 30 million persons, a gross na
tional product expanded by about $2J>6 bil
lion, a total employment of more than 80 
million compared to the present 64.5 mil
lion, and comparable increases in per capita 
and disposable family incomes. 

Moreover, the United States is shifting 
from a production oriented economy to a 
consumption oriented economy, with in
creasing emphasis on services, cultural ac
tivities, travel, and recreation of all types. 

Outdoor recreation, in particular, has a 
larger role in the life of most Americans. 
The tremendous increase in usage of Federal 
parks, State parks, and other public rec
reational facilities in the last decade clearly 
illustrates the growth trend in outdoor rec
reation. From 1950 to 1958, attendance at 
public parks and recreation areas increased 
as follows: National parks, by 76 percent; 
national forest lands, by 150 percent; Bureau 
of Reclamation projects, by 195 percent; 
Corps of Engineer reservoirs, by 492 percent; 
State parks by 108 percent; TVA lakes by 
120 percent; and wildlife refuges by 165 
percent. 

The actual use of these public recreational 
areas has far exceeded the planning estimates 
made over 10 years ago, and there is every 
indication that this growth will continue 
and probably accelerate. In 1959 alone, the 
number of . people visiting national parks 
and national monuments had surpassed the 
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highest pre-World War ·II total by about 14 
million. 

Americans have taken to spending more 
time and money in a variety of outdoor rec
reational pursuits which include: hunting, 
fishing, boating, skiing, and swimming. In 
1955, a U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service survey 
estimated that there were 25 million sports
men in the United States. The executive 
secretary of the Sport Fishing Institute, 
Mr. Robert N. Pavel, estimates the number 
of fishermen in the United States today at 
28 million. The Fish and Wildlife Service 
survey showed that there were one or more 
sportsmen in one out of every three house
holds, and that 18 percent of all persons 
over 12 years of age in our country fished, 
and that 10 percent hunted. Today, col
lectively, the Nation's sportsmen spend from 
$2 billion to $10 billion a year on this form 
of recreation. 

The rise in the number of fishing and 
hunting licenses issued annually is another 
indication of the growing number of people 
who have joined the ranks of the country's 
sportsmen. Since 1950, the number of fish
ing licenses sold increased by 30.4 percent 
nationally, and the number of hunting li
censes rose by 20.2 percent. In addition, 
more sportsmen are going outside their home 
State to pursue these sports. This is at
tested to by the fact that the number of 
nonresident fishing and hunting licenses 
sold during this same period increased by 
40.9 percent and 132 percent, respectively. 

Boating has been called the Nation's 
fastest growing family sport. Between 1948 
and 1958, retail expenditures for boating in
creased by 167 percent, the number of recre
ational boats in use increased by 144 percent, 
and the number of participants in recrea
tional boating increased by 196 percent. A 
1960 Department of Commerce estimate 
placed spending on boating in our country at 
$2.7 billion, and the average annual expendi
ture of each boatowner at $146. 

A number of factors are responsible for the 
boom in all types of outdoor recreational ac
tivity. In addition to the population ex
plosion expected in this country in the next 
decade, during which some 30 million more 
persons will be added to our population 
figures, there is a trend toward shorter work
weeks, toward longer vacations, toward 
earlier retirements, and a longer lifespan. 
Then, too, higher standards of living give 
further impetus to the growth of a recrea
tion industry. 

What does all of this mean, and what 
should all of this mean to West Virginia? 
To answer this question, I think it is impor
tant that we examine what tourism means to 
some of our neighboring States. Travel ex
penditures amounted to $654 million in 1960 
in Virginia, and $360 million in North Caro
lina. Maryland expects to reach a $300 mil
lion tourist business by the end of this year, 
and says that $12 million of this will be in 
sales of gasoline, out of which the State will 
also realize taxes and fees. In West Virginia, 
the State industrial and publicity commis
sion estimated that tourists spent $270,569,-
477 in 1959. The commission is now the de
partment of commerce. 

The figures which I have just quoted show 
that our State experienced a smaller income 
from tourism than did our neighboring 
States, despite the fact that West Virgin! 
has far more to offer in the way of scenic 
beauty and water resources than our neigh
boring States. 

In West Virginia, the number of visitors 
dropped from a high of 8,115,429 in 1955, to 
7,378,218 in 1958, and then increased slightly 
to 7,450,625 in 1959. There are several in
dicated reasons for the fact that there has 
been no substantial increase in tourism in 
our State, at a time when our neighboring 
States have been enjoying solid spurts in this 
business. 

One major deficiency is the fact that our 
State lacks adequate accommodations for 
tourists either inside or outside the parks 
and forest areas--and this includes 20 State 
parks, 12 State forests, 2 national forests, 2 
reservoir areas, as well as 63,000 acres in pub
lic hunting areas whic:O. are owned or leased 
by the State conservation commission. In 
1959, 114,313 visitors stayed overnight in the 
State parks, which was a substantial increase 
over the prior year. But, although attend
ance at State park and forest areas now ex
ceeds 2 million annually, there are overnight 
cabin accommodations for only 1,200 people. 
Tent and trailer camping facilities are also 
desperately needed, but at present there are 
only about 150 sites available. 

As a result of these shortcomings in ac
commodations, hundreds of people must be 
turned away from West Virginia's recrea
tional areas for lack of overnight lodging 
facilities. In comparison, I might add, Cali
fornia has furnished some 30,000 camping 
sites for its citizens and tourists. 

Another major problem confronting our 
State, insofar as tourism is concerned, is the 
pollution of our streams and rivers. Al
though the State issued more than 487,000 
fishing and hunting licenses in 1959, this 
number could be substantially increased if 
the ugly pollution in our water resources 
were remedied in some parts of the State. 

West Virginia has many public land areas 
stocked with an abundance of game-deer, 
bear, quail, and wild turkeys, to mention 
some. But out-of-State hunters have been 
finding it difficult to arrange for sleeping 
accommodations during hunting season. A 
few years ago, a program was started to en
courage farmers and other local residents to 
provide housing for sportsmen during hunt
ing season. This program needs to be aug
mented by an educational campaign, because 
every additional sportsman we can accom
modate means anywhere from $50 to more 
than $100 spent in our State. 

The historical attractions of West Vir
ginia are surpassed only by its impressive 
scenic beauties. But here again, full use 
has not been made of the potentialities of, 
say, the Civil War sites around Keyser and in 
other sections of the State, nor of the ante
bellum homes and other historic a ttrac
tions. Better roadside markings and more 
publicity on West Virginia's rich heritage 
might bring many more visitors to our State, 
particularly during this Civil War Centennial 
period. Moreover, the establishment of ana
tional monument near Parkersburg, Point 
Pleasant, and Charles Town, would further 
emphasize the historic significance of our 
State and its valleys since before the ~evo
lutionary War days. 

Other possible means of attracting tourists 
to West Virginia include augmenting the 
spectator sports facilities of our State. These 
now include four horseracing tracks, and 
various baseball, football, and basketball 
events. However, ice hockey, and skiing, 
which are becoming more and more popu
lar, offer excellent opportunities for expan
sion of the off-season tourist trade. West 
Virginia is one of the few States south of 
the Mason-Dixon line which offer skiing on 
a commercial basis, and I want to say that 
the management of Black Water Lodge has 
done a notable job in acquainting out-of
Staters with the excellence of ski slopes 
hereabouts. 

An equally notable job in attracting tour
ists to West Virginia has been done by the 
communities and organizations which spon
sor local festivals. I have in mind the Buck
hannon Strawberry Festival, the Spencer 
Walnut Festival, the Forest Festival at El
kins, the Folk Festival at Glenville, and the 
Preston County Buckwheat Festival. These 
events are unique to the culture and re
sources of West Virginia, and every effort 
should be made to advertise them more 

widely, at least -throughout the eastern half 
of the United States. 

In connection with advertising, one pos
sible explanation for the decrease in the 
number of visitors to the State since 1955 
is the lack of adequate promotion or adver
tising. State appropriations for this purpose 
amounted to $375,000 in North Carolina, 
$501,000 in :virginia, and only $20,000 in West 
Virginia, according to the American Auto
mobile Association. Moreover, additional 
amounts are spent in adjoining States by 
private interests in the promotion of tour
ism. This is a matter which I am certain 
Governor Barron's administration will cor
rect. But beyond what the State may at
tempt to do, I believe that more can be done 
through an association of all resorts, hotels, 
motels, and restaurants, because in the final 
analysis they get the largest share of the 
tourist dollar. 

Finally, I want to say that if the construc
tion of the proposed scenic highland road 
through the Monongahela National Forest 
can be undertaken and completed, the tour
ist potential of West Virginia will increase 
by leaps and bounds. The road would open 
up scenic· panoramas of breathtaking beauty, 
and would afford access to presently inac
cessible streams and lakes, camping and pic
nic sites, richly gamed hunting areas, and 
numerous other attractions. 

The existence of the Skyline Drive in Vir
ginia is said to be largely responsible for 
that State's having grossed approximately 
$645 million in tourist business last year. I 
feel that if our scenic highland road becomes 
a reality, tourism will suddenly become the 
biggest business in our State. But until 
ways and means are found for the task of 
getting this road built, let us concentrate on 
the many little ways of increasing tourism 
in West Virginia-for if we take care of all 
the little ways, the growth of tourism and 
its effect upon the economy of our State 
may prove to be the greatest of all blessings 
which the natural resources of West Virginia 
have afforded our people. 

Federal, State, Municipal Cooperation
An Address by Joe L. Evins, Member of 
Congress from Tennessee 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
01' 

HON. JAMES B. FRAZIER, JR. 
OF TENNESSEE 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 23, 1961 
Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. Speaker, my 

friend and colleague, the Honorable 
JoE L. EVINS, recently addressed a meet
ing of the Tennessee Municipal League 
in my hometown of Chattanooga. His 
remarks were particularly fitting and 
they are significant for the great 
amount of information regarding Fed
eral spending in Tennessee and for the 
excellent illustrations of Federal-mu
nicipal cooperation contained in them. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con
sent that the remarks of our distin
guished colleague be reprinted in the 
RECORD. 

The address follows: 
REMARKS BY HON. JOE . L . EVINS, OF TEN

NESSEE, TENNESSEE MUNICIPAL LEAGUE, 
CHA'l"l'ANOOGA, TENN., MAY 15, 1961 
President Mcinturff, Mayor Olgiati, Judge 

Frost, distinguished guests, members of the 
Tennessee Municipal League, my fellow Ten-
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nesseans, and friends, certainly it is a pleas
ure to be able to meet with you again. 
When your able and energetic executive sec
retary, Herbert Bingham, invited me to meet 
with you again, I accepted without hesita
tion for I had never forgotten my enjoyable 
visit with the Municipal League here in 
Chattanooga a few years ago. I consider 
your invitation for this repeat visit as indeed 
a compliment. 

I always enjoy the bracing air of Chatta
nooga and certainly am pleased to visit in 
the hometown of my colleagues, Tennessee's 
senior Senator ESTEs KEFAUVER and Congress
man JAMES B. FRAZIER, both of whom repre
sent Chattanooga, this district and our State 
so ably in the Congress. 

I respect the membership of the Municipal 
League of Tennessee. This organization is 
composed of a body of men who are among 
the leaders of our State and experts in the 
science of Government. 

There are those who say that we in the 
Congress have not introduced scientific 
methods in the Federal Government, that 
we are falling behind and slipping back
ward. 

We have our debates and difficulties and, 
like you, our problems, but I take the affirm
ative side that we are moving forward and 
making progress. 

This year, in just a few months, we have 
succeeded in passing a lot of legislation and 
even in putting a man into space. 

However, we all recognize there is much 
yet to be accomplished. 

I must confess that perhaps the greatest 
satisfaction of serving in Government is 
found among your group, those on the local 
level who see progress each day, who see 
great programs put into effect and material
ized. We in the Congress deal in policies 
and plans, programs in the abstract, and, I 
should add, appropriations. Whereas you, 
our mayors and municipal officials, see many 
of these programs materialize. It is you 
who put them into operation and actually 
see the improvements completed. 

Our cities and towns are being improved 
with interstate highway systems and mu
nicipal airports constructed. 

Many additional projects are financed by 
both the local and Federal Governments. 
The building of great housing projects, pro
grams of slum clearance, urban renewal, 
sewage disposal plants, local National Guard 
armories, and, yes, many local industrial 
developments are aided by federally financed 
programs. All are made possible by local 
initiative, some local financing, but largely 
by appropriations passed by the Congress, 
all to serve our people, the public needs, 
through matching fund programs and co-
operation. . 

As you know, there are those who attack 
the Congress and those who cry against 
Federal aid and Federal spending, but in 
this day I believe that the mayors of our 
cities recognize perhaps more than others 
that it takes the combined energies, imagi
nation and dedication of all our elected 
officials, at all levels of government, cooper
ating and working together to achieve 
progress and to advance freedom in our 
civilization. 

While we speak nationally of New Fron
tiers, I know that here at home in Tennessee 
we have our own new frontiers-problems 
pressing for solution. Our work and efforts 
are so entwined, the destiny of the people we 
represent are the same, so there exists a real 
need for a closer cooperation, better working 
relationships at all levels of government and 
particularly between our municipalities and 
the Federal Government. 

With the complexities and the problems of 
our day, perhaps the best Government 
that can be evolved in America is a partner
ship government, involving partnership 
action between our cities and State officials 
and the Federal Government. 

CVII--552 

I must admit a partiality toward our 
municipal officials and interest in city 
government. 

My father, who for 16 years was mayor of 
my hometown of Smithville, has had a very 
great influence on my attitudes, naturally. 

He gave me an early start toward the 
forming of philosophical ties with individ
uals whose principal concern is the build
ing of the community. My interests, grow
ing out of this experience, have been of 
inestimable value to me in my work as a 
Member of Congress. They have served to 
focus attention constantly on the basic con
sideration of government, whether it be in 
Washington, Chattanooga, Smithville or 
elsewhere, and that basic consideration is 
that what is happening on the local level is 
what is important. How our laws and pro
grams affect the local community is of the 
greatest importance, for local government is 
the bedrock of our society. 

As you gentlemen are aware and know all 
too well, there has been an increasing de
mand over the years from locally elected 
officials for more and more programs of aid 
and assistance from the Federal Government. 
This has grown out of the fact that the local 
tax base has to a large extent been exhausted 
and because there exists a need for addi
tional skills and finances to provide the 
services which our modern-day cities and 
municipalities require and the public de
mands. 

While we have had change, one thing has 
not changed, with which I am sure you will 
all agree, the demands for more service and 
more appropriations. 

I am reminded that our position collec
tively as a city and a nation is like the multi
millionaire who, on being interviewed, was 
asked about his good fortune and he com
mented, "I never hesitate to give full credit 
to my wife and her assistance." "In what 
way did she help?" the reporter asked. "Well 
if you want the whole truth," the man re
plied, "I married her because I was curious 
to find out if there was any income she 
couldn't live beyond." 

Many of our cities are requested to pro
vide services which require living beyond 
their incomes and they are calling on the 
Federal Government for help and assistance. 
It is only in recent months that some say 
that this era of Federal aid has been 
enhanced. 

In almost every bUl that comes before the 
Congress the question is raised, How wlll it 
affect our States and cities and municipali
ties? 

In the consideration of legislation we are 
interested in knowing what you are doing, 
what you are thinking, and what our munic
ipal leaders are planning and accomplishing. 
Your programs have a tremendous bearing 
on legislation in Congress. 

The Appropriations Committee on which 
I serve, and, yes, the House Select Committee 
on Small Business, on which I also serve, 
are almost daily made aware of the growing 
concentration of problems facing our local 
communities and States. These problems 
of local governments, on an increasingly ex
tensive scale, are reflected in the many re
quests for Federal appropriations. _ 

When I spoke to the Municipal League 
several years ago, our country was engaged 
in the Korean war, and the Federal Gov
ernment necessarily was concerned with 
measures affecting our war effort-shortages, 
rationing, priorities and allocations. 

Today we are engaged in the cold war 
and a war on slums, poverty, unemploy
ment, surplus labor in our cities and idle 
plant capacity. 

AREA REDEVELOPMENT ACT 
The Area Redevelopment Act is the most 

recent example of dual action, action which 
calls for increasing our joint energies to 
help solve these problems, to arrest unem-

ployment, to provide for a greater and more 
satisfactory rate of national growth. 

This new act, recently signed into law by 
President Kennedy, sets up a fund totaling 
$394 million for use in treating some of 
our Nation's economic ills. 

The Depressed Areas Act is largely a loan 
program, and essentially a local self-help 
program. 

The Federal Government has been directed 
by Congress to carefully confine its partici
pation to measures which will encourage 
local initiative and stimulate local leader
ship in this effort over the next 4 years. 

The new law, considered in perspective, 
provides a relatively small amount of money 
to do a large and vitally important job. For 
example, the total outlay authorized repre
sents less than half of 1 percent of our total 
Federal budget, and about one-tenth of what 
we have been spending on foreign aid an
nually for many years. It should be pointed 
out that this measure is designed to help 
our own country and will provide assistance 
in alleviating our own problems in dis
tressed areas and underdeveloped areas 
throughout the United States. 

From the marshaling of such attention 
will come large bene fl. ts not only to the 
communities receiving direct assistance but 
to all America. 

The Secretary of Commerce is authorized 
to cooperate with leaders in designated areas 
of need for a well-planned attack on the in
creasingly complex problems of local com
munities. 

It puts a new challenge to every com
munity to make more careful assessment of 
community needs, to make larger plans, to 
exert greater efforts for public improvements, 
to organize its own industrial corporations. 

The new law focuses attention upon the 
needs, opportunities and rewards of local 
industrial development. 

It provides aid and expert advice for the 
development of long-range planning at the 
local level. 

It encourages the local community to en
gage in the important work of technical 
training and retraining, which is increasingly 
essential in this day of automation. 

In a word, the Area Redevelopment Act 
is designed to give real impetus to industrial 
decentralization which must be speeded up 
in the interests of a stable national economy 
and to promote our free enterprise system. 

This program has been rather aptly de
scribed as operation "seed corn" for the 
American community. Federal loan funds 
are provided in cases where adequate private 
financing is not available, and Federal grants 
are authorized in cases where communities 
are unable to finance public works for them
selves. 

Specifically, the bill provides $100 million 
for each of two revolving funds, one to be 
used for loans in industrial areas and the 
other for rural areas. 

Community and regional development 
agencies may borrow up to 65 percent of the 
cost of clearing land, building plants, and, 
in special cases, the cost of equipment and 
machinery to attract new plants. 

The new legislation also permits the Fed
eral Government to make grants to pay up 
to two-thirds of the net ·cost of clearing 
slum areas. This supplements the urban 
renewal program previously in effect. 

In addition to making the urban renewal 
grants, the Secretary of Commerce is em
powered to make up to 10 percent of any 
future capital grant for urban renewal for 
nonresidential slum clearance projects in 
designated areas. This will make it possible 
for these communities to provide industrial 
sites and to bolster their tax bases. 

SMALL BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION 
The Small Business Administration, now 

a permanent agency of the Government, with 
a loan authority of approximately $1 billion 
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serves our cities and small business com
munities in an increasingly wide range of 
public service. 

The SBA has been empowered to make 
loans to State and local development cor
porations for plant construction, conversion, 
and expansion. This authority was about to 
expire in 6 weeks but the Congress included 
a proviso in the Area Redevelopment Act 
removing the time limitation, and thus ex
tending this program which is beginning to 
be more widely understood and appreciated. 

Congress has thus made available some 
valuable tools for municipal use. These pro
grams are not imposed upon anybody. They 
are simply available and cities may use them 
if they wish to do so. If any of you ex
perience any difficulty in obtaining informa
tion as to how to participate and take ad
vantage of the provisions of SBA services, let 
me know and I shall try to be of helpfulness. 

A few figures from the Small Business Ad
ministration will serve to show how the 
services of this agency may be locally 
utilized. 

SBA has well been called a little RFC. 
Loans are made available direct to small 
business, to local development corporations, 
and in times of disaster, to all residents of 
the community. 

Since 1958, when this agency was created, 
direct loans amounting to $17.5 million have 
been made and another $26.5 million in loans 
committed; for a total of approximately 
$43.5 million. 

In Tennessee alone, SBA has made busi
ness loans exceeding $21 million. 

Recently, SBA Administrator John E. 
Horne announced the lowering of interest 
rates to 4 percent on loans to companies lo
cated in surplus labor areas, and pointed 
out that funds were available to local in
dustrial development companies for this 
purpose. He urged and invited wider use 
of this type of financial assistance. 

The State and local development com
panies have not used the credit facilities of 
this agency as much as expected. Mr. Horne, 
SBA Administrator, tells me that to date 
123 industrial development corporation loan 
applications have been received, 99 have thus 
far been approved for a total of about $12 
million. 

The House Small Business Committee has 
exerted constant pressure for greater use of 
the Small Business Administration's capaci
ties in this and other phases of our economic 
life-and now a heartening change has 
come under the new administration. Fresh 
vigor and broader purpose are being evi
denced in all SBA operations under the di
rection of the new Administrator, John E. 
Horne, a native of Alabama. 

Real opportunities which exist for the de
velopment corporation are illustrated by the 
experience of a development corporation of 
North Carolina, which borrowed $1 million 
from SBA. This loan made up about one
fifth of the corporation's financial backing, 
the remainder coming from commercial 
banks, life insurance companies, building, 
savings and loan associations. Since 1956 
this one industrial development corporation 
has approved 131 loans for $16 million for 
new plants and expansions, and for pur
chase of machinery and equipment. The 
new business activity sparked by this en
terprise resulted in maintaining employ
ment for at least 8,000 persons and created 
jobs for 14,000 more, a total of 22,000 jobs 
resulting from the work of this one devel
opment corporation. 

SBA's major function, that of providing 
financial assistance to small firms, is now 
being brought into the full exercise which 
the Congress prescribed for it. 

The Subcommittee on Organization and 
Operation of the Small Business Adminis
tration, which I have the honor to serve as 
chairman, held extensive hearings during the 

last session of Congress. We attempted to 
focus the spotlight on the deficiencies in 
SBA's loan policies. Our hearings were sig
nificant in pointing up the negative loan 
policies and the many instances of discour
agement offered business and community 
initiative. 

Our congressional committees spearheaded 
a drive to reverse policies of the last admin
istration under which the small business 
share of total military purchases of goods 
and services declined from 25.3 percent in 
1954 to 16 percent in 1960. 

Today I believe this trend has been re
versed and conditions have improved. 

Now there is both congressional and ad
ministrative support for steps giving small 
business a larger voice in Government pro
curement policy. 

The President has set as an administra
tive goal an increase of at least 10 percent 
in the amount of defense work, defense con
tracts going to small business. 

Only last week in hearings before our Ap
propriations Committee I heard and saw evi
dence of this policy being put into effect. 
The Chief of Engineers testified that the 
number of construction contracts awarded to 
small business is being stepped up and that 
the Corps of Engineers is now setting aside 
for small business virtually all construction 
contracts under $500,000. 

ASSISTANCE FROM OTHER FEDERAL AGENCIES 

There are other Federal agencies, as you 
gentlemen are aware, which offer both 
financial and technical assistance in com
munity development programs--such as the 
Housing and Home Finance Agency, includ
ing especially its Community Facilities Ad-· 
ministration, the Federal Aviation Agency, 
the Department of Agriculture, the Depart
ment of Commerce, among others. 

The Federal Interstate Highway System 
is one of the most outstanding examples 
of Federal-State cooperation and of the vast 
benefits which Tennessee and the Nation re
ceive as a result of an excellent program of 
cooperation. 

Since the interstate program was enacted 
by Congress there has been allocated to 
Tennessee more than $415 million of Fed
eral funds for the highway program in our 
State. Last August $80.7 million became 
available for fiscal years 1961-62 alone. 

TWo weeks ago we passed in the House a 
bill authorizing funds to complete the 
41,000-mile Interstate Highway System and 
put the program back on schedule. Seventy
eight million dollars additional has been 
earmarked for Tennessee for fiscal 1963. 

The services of the Community Facilities 
Administration, Housing and Home Finance 
Agency, are well known to you gentlemen. 
Certainly much has been accomplished 
through the advances made available for 
public work planning and loan programs of 
this branch of our Government which is 
especially set up to assist and serve the needs 
of our cities and municipalities. 

During this year, the Community Facilities 
Administration has approved or now has be
fore it for approval 21loan applications from 
cities in Tennessee. 

This agency is asking for an appropri
ation of $4 million for next year for pay
ment to the revolving fund out of which 
planning advances to cities are made. 

Grants are made by CFA for drawing of 
architectural plans for a variety of types of 
community improvements, including water 
or sewer, health facilities, public buildings, 
roads and streets, among others. 

The U.S. Public Health Service also has 
a program of making grants to cities, but 
specifically designed for another purpose; 
namely, water pollution protection and com
munity public health needs. 

So far during the current year, the Public 
Health Service has made grants of $1,286,000 

for nine projects in Tennessee which will 
cost $6 million plus when completed. 

The very recently enacted Water Pollu
tion Control Act is designed to augment the 
work of the Public Health Service and in
creases the authorization for sewage treat
ment plants from $50 to $100 million an
nually. 

The demand and need for this increase 
has been clearly shown and demonstrated 
in the public interest. 

The Public Housing Administration, under 
the Public Housing Act of 1949, has certified 
164 low rent housing projects for Tennessee. _ 
There are today in our State 57 local hous
ing authorities serving 70 communities with 
grants to our large- and medium-sized 
communities. 

The latest figures show that currently 
there are 18,018 units completed and under 
local management, with 550 units under 
construction and 1,685 additional units in 
the planning stage. 

Local housing authorities in our State 
have received more than $30,700,000 in con
tributions and, in fiscal year 1960 alone, 
payments have exceeded $4.5 million. 

The urban renewal program has also been 
well received by the cities of our State. 

On the national scale more than $1,871 
million has been spent for urban renewal 
programs with more than $67.7 million go
ing to 21 cities in Tennessee for 31 urban 
renewal projects. President Kennedy in a 
recent message to the Congress called for 
acceleration of this program to help clear 
our cities of slums. He has requested an 
authorization of $2.5 billion to be used over 
the next 4 years. Since 1949 total expendi
tures for urban renewal projects have been 
$1.8 billion. The President's new program 
thus calls for a 30-percent increase in this 
field during the next 4 years. 

This money is matching-fund money and 
will require the city and State combined 
to match available Federal funds for urban 
renewal projects. 

Federal gra.nts for airport construction in 
Tennessee have amounted to almost $15 
million. 

Thirty-one airports in our State have been 
built or partially built by Federal grants. 

There are a number of uncompleted and 
planned other airport projects for Tennessee. 

FAA's revised budget for 1962 calls for 
an appropriation of $75 million for an ac
celerated airport modernization and improve
ment program on a matching fund basis. 

We in Tennessee are all familiar with 
and certainly proud of the work and contri
butions of the Tennessee Valley Authority. 

One of the brighter aspects of the new 
Washington picture appears in the field of 
conservation and water resource develop
ment. 

New long-range policies on water and 
power development and conservation are in 
the making. 

The "no new starts" era has ended. The 
TV A spirit is soaring. The 1,000-mlle-long 
Tennessee River with its many untapped 
and unused industrial sites should, in my 
view, be acquired and made ready for future 
industrial growth needs. OUr cities and 
State should purchase these sites in coop
eration with private industry and the TVA 
to insure requirements for the future. 

The revised budget of the Corps of Engi
neers and the Bureau of Reclamation calls 
for 57 new starts and the completion of 
36 other great dams and reservoir projects 
throughout the Nation. 

The Department of Agriculture's small 
watershed project program and the rural 
development program are encouraging and 
assisting some 200 such projects in 40 States, 
including 10 in Tennessee. 

Many large-scale programs having an im
mense bearing on the future of our cities, 
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towns, and rural areas are now before the 
Congress. . 

Today our cities ~re offered challenging 
opportunities for planning for future growth 
needs. 

With initiative, imagination, and a spirit 
of cooperation and working together we can 
move forward to eliminate slums and de
pressed areas, revitalize underdeveloped 
areas, promote industry and employment, 
beautify our cities, raise the level of our 
community life and make our cities more 
prosperous and a better place in which to 
live throughout our ·beloved State. 

Our future progress will depend, to a 
large degree, on the extent of cooperation 
we each give to our several levels of govern
ment. Each is interrelated to the other. 
All local, State, and Federal agencies are con
cerned for the common good and the pro
motion of health, education, safety, and 
welfare of all our citizens in Tennessee. 

I find myself among old friends, those 
who are interested in public affairs and 
dedicated to public service. This makes it 
abundantly clear that our joint purposes 
will not falter nor fall for lack of local 
leadership. 

I take from you increased purpose in our 
mutual task of community building. Best 
wishes as you go forward in community 
building. 

Thank you very much. 

Address by Representative Frank Boykin, 
of Alabama, at Dedication of Jackson 
Lock and Dam on the Warrior-Tom
higbee Waterway, April 7, 1961 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. ARMISTEAD I. SELDEN, JR. 
OF ALABAMA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 23, 1961 

Mr. SELDEN. Mr. Speaker, the com
pletion of another vital step in the mod
ernization of Alabama's WaiTior-Tom
bigbee Waterway was observed on April 
7, 1961, with the dedication of the Jack
son lock and dam on the lower reaches 
of that great river system. On that im
portant occasion, Representative FRANK 
BOYKIN, dean of the Alabama delega
tion in the House of Representatives, 
made the main address at the dedication 
ceremonies held before an audience of 
several thousand interested Alabamians. 
Included below are the timely remarks 
made by Congressman BOYKIN on this 
occasion: 

We are gathered here this afternoon to 
commemorate a major step forward in the 
modernization of one of Alabama's most 
important, most valuable and potentially 
most useful natural resources-the Warrior
Tombigbee Waterway. The river system, 
more than 460 miles in length, extends from 
the deep-water port of Mobile into the very 
heart of the State. It has been a significant 
factor in the growth and development of 
this area since the earliest pioneer settle
ment, but its greatest value and service 
are yet to be realized. 

Jackson lock and dam which we dedicate 
today is one of the keys that will open 
the way for maximum utilization of the 
Warrior-Tombigbee Waterway and transform 
it into a fully productive, wealth-creating 
instrument of progress. Jackson lock and 

dam is an essential and integral part of the 
master plan conceived by the Army's Corps 
of Engineers to harness the river system to 
the needs of Alabama and the Southeast for 
the next half century or more. 

The program envisioned by the Army Engi
neers, carried to a successful completion, 
wlll pay enormous dividends. It will pro
vide an emcient, low-cost avenue of trans
portation; it will give us new sources of 
hydroelectric energy; it will assure greater 
supplies of water for home, farm and fac
tory; it will alleviate floods, abate pollution, 
and create unexcelled opportunities for 
healthful recreation. 

The vast impact of the waterway's devel
opment already is being felt. Construction 
of new industrial plants and the expansion 
of existing manufacturing and service fa
cilities along the Warrior-Tombigbee are 
taking place at a multimillion-dollar pace. 
Announced investments for capital growth 
by industry in the Warrior-Tombigbee Basin 
have totaled more than $380 million over 
the past 6 years, and this amount does not 
include additional millions spent for im
provements to transportation systems, ex
pansions by utilities and the construction of 
military installations. 

These investments are of benefit, directly 
and indirectly, to the entire State. In addi
tion to the generation of additional tax dol
lars for much needed enlargement of essen
tial public services, they have produced 
several thousand new jobs in many fields 
and skills for our people. 

The economic expansion fostered by the 
modernization of the Warrior-Tombigbee is 
not concentrated in one area. Rather, it is 
occurring throughout the valley, and is be
ing carried on by a variety of industries. 
During the past few years, we have seen 
new coal mines opened along the upper 
waterway; we have seen the establishment 
and growth of paper-producing plants at 
Tuscaloosa, Naheola, Demopolis, and Mobile; 
we have seen more than $150 million in
vested in chemical plants in the Washing
ton County area; we have seen a major 
steam electric generating plant built at 
Barry; we have seen the lumber, shipbuild
ing, textile, and metal fabricating industries 
increase their productive capacities. 

Yet, even with these gratifying develop
ments, we have hardly scratched the sur
face. Other areas of the Nation are grow
ing at an even faster rate-as evidenced by 
the fact that we shall lose one of our Con
gressmen on the basis of the 1960 census. 

Yes, we still have a lot of catching up to 
do. And if we are to move ahead, one of 
the things we must do is press for the wise 
conservation, development, and use of the 
water resources Nature has so abundantly 
bestowed on Alabama. 

Our State is practically framed by rivers. 
To the north is the Tennessee, which carries 
more than 12 million tons of commerce an
nually. To the east is the Chattahoochee, a 
part of the Apalachicola-Chattahoochee
Flint system which is now under develop
ment. To the west are the Mobile and Tom
higbee Rivers, and to the south is the Gulf 
Intracoastal Waterway which, while not a 
river, is an improved navigation channel. 
And running diagonally across the State is 

. the Alabama-Coosa system. 
In all, Alabama has 1,500 miles of author

ized waterways with depths of 9 feet or more. 
Of this total, approximately 750 miles have 
been completed. 

We must press forward with all our energy 
to insure that the remaining mileage is im
proved as rapidly as practicable. We cannot 
afford to do otherwise. 

This is not a matter of concern for the few. 
It is a matter of concern for every man and 
woman who lives and works in Alabama. All 
of us must remain keenly alert to the prog
ress being made in the conservation, de-

velopment, and use of our water resources. 
We must all gives these programs our active 
support, for only this way can we hope to 
accomplish our objective. 

As General Barney has indicated, consid
erable progress has been made in recent years 
in carrying out the modernization of the 
Warrior-Tombigbee Waterway. Demopolis 
lock and dam was completed in 1955 to elimi
nate four obsolete navigation projects; the 
Warrior lock and dam between Eutaw and 
Greensboro was finished 2 years later to re
move two deteriorated, inadequate struc
tures, and today we dedicate still another 
new facility. 

In the headwaters of the Warrior River, 
the Alabama Power Co., always in step with 
the needs and ambitions of the State, has 
built with private capital the Lewis Smith 
Dam on the Sipsey Fork, thereby becoming 
an active partner in carrying forward the 
waterway's improvement. The Alabama 
power project, representing one of the three 
headwater dams urged several years ago by 
the Corps of Engineers, was designed and 
built so as to fit into the comprehensive 
program for the Warrior-Tomblgbee. 

Our next step in modernizing the water
way is construction of Holt lock and dam in 
the district of my colleague, ARMISTEAD 
SELDEN. By replacing four old locks and 
dams, it will extend above Tuscaloosa the 
modern waterway dimensions which the 
Warrior, Demopolis, and Jackson projects 
provide between that city and Mobile. 

The Corps of Engineers will be in a posi
tion to use initial construction money for 
Holt lock and dam in fiscal 1962, which be
gins July 1. We are encouraged by the fact 
that the budget now ooing considered by 
Oongress recommends $750,000 for that pur
pose. But let us remember that it's a long 
way ootween a budget recommendation and 
an appropriation. And even then, we will 
have money only for the first year's con
struction. It will be necessary for us to 
fight year by year for subsequent appropri
ations to complete the project in an orderly 
manner. 

The urgent need for Holt lock and dam is 
demonstrated by the Wa.rrior-Tombigbee's 
steady growth in commerce, which has more 
than doubled during the past decade, reach
ing 5,756,227 tons in 1959 to set a record high 
for the seventh consecutive year. 

Accompanying the continued rapid growth 
in movements has been a change in the pat
tern of tramc that makes early completion 
of the Holt project even more vital. In 
1949, only a little more than 800,000 tons or 
38 percent of the Wa.rrior-Tombigbee's total 
commerce moved in that reach to be im
proved by Holt lock and dam. In 1959, 
however, this portion of the river carried 
almost 2,900,000 tons or 50 percent of the 
total. 

Major dimculty encountered by naviga
tion above Tuscaloosa is caused by the small 
size of the existing locks, built between 1905 
and 1915. These structures are only 52 feet 
wide and about 285 feet long, as compared 
with lengths of 600 feet and widths of 110 
feet at the new locks. 

Only four 500-ton barges can transit these 
four locks at one time, and as a consequence 
multiple barge tows must break their for
mations and transit the structures in two 
or three operations. A double lockage tow 
spends about 1 Y:z hours in passing each of 
the structures or a total of 6 hours. A triple 
lockage spends a total of more than 9 hours 
in lockages alone. 

The Holt lock and dam with its single 
large chamber will accommodate all size 
tows in one operation of about half an hour. 

Overall, it is estimated that the new proj
ect will save an average tow more than 21 
hours per voyage. Such economies will 
make the waterway still more advantageous 
for the transportation of bulk commodities 
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.and heavy flnlshed and semifinished goods, 
and thereby greatly improve our position 
in attracting industry. 

Construction of Holt lock and dam is the 
next logical step in the waterway's moderni
zation and unless we obtain an initial con
struction appropriation for the coming fiscal 
year a serious interruption will occur in 
our timetable. The Corps of Engineers has 
carefully studied the need for the project 
and has solid proof of its economic merit. 
We have made and shall continue making 
every effort to see that it is undertaken 
without delay. 

I assure you that the Alabama congres
sional delegation is unanimously behind the 
plan to improve the Warrior-Tombigbee 
Waterway. I can say without fear of con
tradiction that no other State in the Union 
has a congressional delegation that is more 
dedicated to the development of our natural 
resources. And I can say that we in the 
delegation wlll work for every meritorious 
program to make all of Alabama's rivers 
fully useful and productive. 

But to do this, we need your help. With 
your assistance and your interest, we shall 
surely succeed. 

How To Get More Gold 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OJ' 

HON. CLAIR ENGLE 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 

Tuesday, May 23, 1961 
Mr. ENGLE. Mr. President, anyone 

interested in gold-and who is not?
should read the story told to the Mining 
Subcommittee of the House Interior 
Committee recently by Congressman 
HAROLD T. JOHNSON, of California. 

It clearly shows, as I have often 
argued, that one good way to correct our 
troublesome international gold imbal
ance is to produce more gold at home. 
It can be done. Congressman "Bxzz" 
JoHNSON, who represents the Mother 
Lode District of California, tells how and 
why it should be done. 

His statement relates specifically to 
House Joint Resolution 185, of which he 
is the author. It is equally pertinent to 
Senate Joint Resolution 44, of which I 
am the author with the cosponsorship 
of Senator CASE, of South Dakota, and 
Senator KucHEL, of California. I ask 
unanimous consent that the statement 
of Congressman JoHNSON be printed in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
STATEMENT OF HoN. HARoLD T. JoHNSON, 

MEMBER OF CONGRESS, OF CALIFORNIA, BE
FORE MINES AND MINING SUBCOMMITTEE OF 
HOUSE COMMrrTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR 
AFFAms 

Mr. Chairman, the Second Congressional 
District of California contains the mother 
lode and major California gold-producing 
counties which made our St ate famous in 
the days of the forty-niners. For myself and 
on behalf of the gold-mining industry of 
California, I want to express my sincere ap
preciation for the opportunity to be heard 
and discuss with you tlie critical conditions 
which exist in the gold-mining industry. 

Gold was one of the first metals used by 
man and has been valued above all others 
because of its beauty, scarcity, and imper-
1shab1llty. It has become the standard of 
our world monetary systems. The search for 
gold has led to the settling of new lands. As 

.I mentioned a moment ago, discovery of gold 
in California gave tremendous impetus to the 
great westward movement in our own 
country. 

During the last half of the 19th century, 
the United States was the leading producer 
of gold in the world. Yet today it produces 
only 3 pereent of the world's gold. 

What happened to change the picture so 
drastically? Several things happened. The 
goldfields of Africa developed rapidly, and 
this restless nation beoame the world's lead
ing producer of gold in 1905. The United 
States held onto second place until about 
1930, when it was displaced by Canada, and 
then a few years later the Soviet Union be
came the world's second largest producer of 
gold, relegating this country to fourth place. 

This was a relative comparison, because 
the U.S. production continued to climb 
through the years spurred by President 
Roosevelt's proclamation of January 31, 1934, 
increasing the price of gold from $20.67 to 
$35 per ounce. ·Production reached an all-

. time record of 4,869,949 ounces in 1940. This 
record was achieved even though at that 
time--two decades ag~profit margins had 
become so narrow that extremely efficient 
operations were required. 

Gold mining became a c·asualty of World 
Warn. War Production Board Order L-208 
and other official restrictions denied gold
mines equipment, supplies, and manpower. 
Mines were closed down. When order L-208 
was lifted on July 1, 1945, 2% years of idle
ness had left its toll. Many of the mines 
had watered up. Equipment had deterio
rated from lack of use, and rehabilitation re
quired great investment. Companies with 
closed mines had suffered financial losses 
from which they never were able to recover. 
Higher prices for equipment, and supplies, 
and higher wages combined with the diffi
culties of recruiting efficient labor forces 
made former operators reluctant to reopen 
mines, especially when profit margins were 
even narrower than those existing in 1940. 

During the war years of 1943-45, for 
· the first time on record, over half of the do
mestic gold output was recovered from base
metal ores, and a pattern was established. 
Today 28 percent of our gold production still 
is the byproduct harvest of the base-metal 
industry. The Nation's second largest indi
vidual gold producer is a copper mine. 

In spite of these difficulties, production 
staged a modest comeback from the depths 
of 1945 when the yield was only one-fifth of 
the 1940 record, until the critical yea r of 1947 
when domestic production reached 2.1 mil
lion fine ounces. From that time on, the 
trend has been downward due to continu
ously rising costs of gold-mine operations 
and cutbacks in base-metal production. The 
production dropped to 1.7 million ounces, 
valued at about $58 million in 1960. This is 
only 3 percent greater than t h e 1959 produc
tion, which was the peacetime low of the 
century. 

Mr. Chairman, we hear much of depressed 
industries. I think you would h ave to agree 
that the gold mining industry of the United 
States is one of the most depressed indus
tries in our Nation's economy. Throughout 
the gold producing areas of the United 
States, and especially in the gold producing 
areas of California, the number of producers 
has declined st eadily as more an d more go 
out of business. Two decades ago there 
were 4,000 placer mines in operation in this 
country; by 1958 there were only 250. In 

.1940 there were about 5,000 lode mines; in 

.1958 there were only 300. World production 

has been following the opposite trend-up
ward. In 1959, alltime record yields were 
realized throughout the world. A total of 
42.8 Inillion ounces valuea at nearly $1.5 
billion was produced. 

Mr. Chairman, the trends are shown by the 
following production chart: 

Year 

1945 _____ ___ ___ - - - - ---- - - --
1946 •. ---- ---- -- - - - --- --- --
1947------ --- - -------------
1948.-.--- -- . - -- ---- - - -- - --1949 _________ _____________ _ 
1950 _____ ____ _____ ---------
1951.- --- ------------------1952 __ _______ __ _________ __ _ 

1953.- - -- -------------- - ---
1954 ___________ - -----------
1955.----- -----------------1956 _________ _____ ________ _ 

1957---- -------- - ----- --- --1958 ____________ ____ ______ _ 

1959.----------- -----------

U.S. mine 
production 

Fine ounas 
954,572 

1, 574,505 
2, 109,186 
2,014,257 
1,991, 783 
2,394,231 
1,980, 512 
1, 893,261 
1,958,293 
1,837,310 
1,880,000 
1,827,000 
1,794,000 
1, 739,000 
1,604,000 

World pro
duction 

Fine ounces 
26,100,000 
?:1,500,000 
28,900,000 
29, 600, 000 
31,000, 000 
32,700,000 
33,500,000 
34,300,000 
33,700,000 
35,100,000 
36,300,000 
38,400,000 
39,600,000 
40.600,000 
42,800,000 

Source: Minerals Yearbook, Department or the 
Interior, Bureau or Mines. 

You will note that when our national 
production of gold started its postwar down
turn, world production continued to climb . 
About the same time other major gold pro
ducing nations realized the seriousness of 
this situation and took action. 

Canada, for instance, adopted a subsidy 
program which went into effect January 1, 
1948. The immediate result was a 15-percent 
increase in production. Production of gold 
in Canada has been stable throughout the 
postwar years with the result that today the 
United States is buying nearly $275 million 
worth of gold annually from Canada. You 
will note this is five times the amount of 
our domestic production. United States 
mines could produce much of this supply 
if our domestic mining industry was given 
the opportunity. 

In this country, however, the opposite ap
proach was taken. In 1947, the Treasury 
Department established new regulations un
der the Gold Reserve Act of 1934 with a 
view of curbing international gold transac
tions by domestic producers who could re
ceive premium prices at international free 
markets. This was done at the request of 
the International Monetary Fund, although 
most other major gold producing countries 
of the world did and still permit a limited 
amount of this premium business in order 
to meet costs of operations. 

I might note here also that the Interna
tional Monetary Fund, in its annual report 

. of April 30, 1948, took a dim view of sub
sidies being initiated in Canada. The Fund 
expressed a fear that the subsidy would 
undermine the exchange relationships. 
After 12 years of operation, it appears that 
the Can adian program improved the Ca
nadian balance of payment situation. 

On the other hand, it would seem to me 
that the r equirement which the United States 
has placed upon itself by restricting domes
t ic product ion of gold to such a point that 
the United States must import the great 
preponderance of the gold it uses, has harmed 
the United States balance of payment situa
tion. 

I believe it would be far more appropriate 
to correct our balance-of-payment problems 
by increasing the production of domestic gold 
mines than by any proposal to prevent fami
lies from joining servicemen overseas, or by 
making more restrictive import duties on 
travelers returning home to the United 
States, or even by spending millions to at
tract foreign visitors to our shores. 

This then is the situation the mining in
dustry finds itself in. 

I would like to emphasize that this is not 
the result of a reduced demand for gold. The 
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steadily increasing amounts of gold being im
ported into this country are proof of this. 

Gold imports to United States 
Year: Ounces 

1955-------~---------·--------- 2,930,000 1956 ___________________________ 3,730,000 
1957 ___________________________ 7,701,000 
1958 __________________________ 8,120,000 
1959 __________________________ 8,485,000 

Source: Minerals Yearbook, 1959. 
Consumption in this country is increasing 

steadily~ In 1959 gold used by the arts and 
industries increased 38 percent over the 
previous year, reaching a total of 2 Y:z million 
ounces. This is 57 percent more than the 
total domestically mined production. This 
has been due to increased uses in the markets 
of jewelry, art, dental supplies and others, 
along with a tremendous increase in indus-. 
trial use of gold. -

There are ever increasing national defense 
and scientific uses of gold. Gold coatings on 
missile and aircraft sections are unequaled 
for reflecting infrared radiation. A gold solu
tion sprayed on vulnerable surfaces and 
baked to form a thin metallic film reduces 
the rate of heat transfer on engine shrouds, 
drag-chute containers, _tailcone assemblies 
and blast shields. A gold solution is applied 
to porcelain-enamel, stainless steel, fiber
glass laminates, and other heat-resistant 
materials. 

A transparent conductive film of gold de
posited electrically on safety glass was de
veloped to overcome the hazards of ob
structed vision caused on occasion by fog and 
frost on windows in transport vehicles. In
creased quantities of high-purity gold are 
employed in fabricating s111con transistors 
and diodes for use in computers, aircraft 
missiles, and satellites. For s111con devices, 
gold is alloyed with silica, antimony, ger
manium, and other elements. Gold plating 
applied to microwave vacuum tubes improves 
the operation of communications equipment. 
Radioactive gold is used as a source of heat 
in a thermionic converter to produce an 
electric current for use in space vehicles. 

In view of the increasing importance of 
gold for scientific and defense uses, I would 
call to your attention once again the fact 
that the Soviet Union and Africa, whose 
political future is anything but stable, are 
the leading producers in the world. 

If there is a demand for this precious 
metal, why is production steadily decreas
ing? An artificial price of $35 per ounce has 
been maintained since 1934. None of us has 
to be told how much the cost of operation, 

· labor and materials has increased since 1934. 
Thus, the gold industry is faced with fixed 
prices and rising costs, with constantly de
clining reduction resulting. At the same 
time, we have had a substantial increase in 
the demand, due to these new industrial 
uses, many of them required for the defense 
of our Nation. 

In the words of your own committee 
(H. Rept. No. 708, 86th Cong.; 1st sess., 
"Depressed Domestic Mining and Mineral 
Industries" p. 53): 

"Whereas gold mines in some countries 
have been aided by subsidies, tax concessions, 
currency devaluation, and/or sales of their 
product at premium prices on the 'free 
market,' domestic miners have been held 
down to a price which brought prosperity to 
the industry through the 1930's but which 
does not reflect inflationary trends of later 
years." 

That same report (p. 55) quotes one of 
the most distinguished gold mining experts 
from the mother lode district I represent, 
L. L. Huelsdonk, of Downiev11le, Calif., as 
pointing out that the U.S. Treasury still 
sells gold to industrial consumers at ap
proximately $35 per ounce whereas the cost 
of producing gold has increased 300 percent 
since that price was established. 

And again, that report takes note of evi
dence that the $35 an ounce price--while 
it may have to be maintained for world 
monetary and economic reasons-is not 
realistic when it comes to the actual pro
duction of gold. 

Barron's (July 6, 1959) quotes a Soviet 
economic journal statement that the cost 
of Russian gold runs to about 660 rubles 
per ounce. This is equivalent to $165 at 
the official rate of exchange, $66 at the tour
ist rate. 

It would seem appropriate at this point 
to comment on what some of the other 
gold-producing nations are doing to keep 
their gold industries alive. 

The nearest and most important country, 
of course, is Canada. The Emergency Gold 
;Mining Assistance Act was first enacted in 
1948 and has operated continuously ever 
since. It has been extended until 1963. 

To be classified' as a gold mine under the 
act, a mine must meet the following re
quirements: 

1. The value of gold produced must be 70 
percent or more of the total value of output 
of the mine. 

2. The mine or operation must produce 
at least 50 troy ounces of gold in a desig
nated year. 

3. The cost of production, computed on 
all ounces of gold produced from the mine 
during a calendar year or less, must exceed 
C$26.50 per ounce. 

In a designated period, e.g., a quarter, the 
mine must sell all its production to the mint 
to qualify for aid. Exporting the gold is 
considered the same as sale to the mint for 

' 

Cost per OUJ1ce 

A. Lode gold mines: 
$26.50 to $34----------------------------------------

~t ~ tk========================================~ $45 and over. ___________________________________ __ _ 

B. Placer gold mines .. ------------····-···----·-----·--- --

TotaL ___________ . ____ . __ - _-- --------------------

the purposes of the act. The mine cannot 
both sell to the mint and to the free do
mestic market in the same designated period 
if it is to receive aid. 

The formula for calculating assistance 
payable under the act consists . of two fac
tors: the "rate of assistance" and the "as
sistance ounces." The rate of assistance 
factor is based on the cost per ounce of 
gold produced while the assistance ounces 
factor is a specified proportion of the total 
ounces of gold produced. 

The rate of assistance factor is deter
mined by taking two-thirds of the amount 
by which the cost to produce an ounce of 
gold exceed C$26.50 up to a maximum of 
C$12.33. The number of assistance ounces 
factor equals two-thirds of the total ounces 
produced. The amount of assistance pay
able is calculated by multiplying the rate of 
assistance by the assistance ounces. 

To the foregoing, the 1958 extension of 
the act added an extra 25 percent of the 
amount payable in computing the final 
amount to be paid. This extra 25 percent 
is continued in the present bill. 

The Minister of Mines and Technical Sur
veys, Paul Comtois, says that the Canadian 
gold mining industry employs over 16,000 
men directly in dependent communities 
with population in excess of 70,000 persons. 
In 1958 the industry expended C$106 mil
lion in salaries and wages, fuel, electric 
power and supplies and equipment, and 
produced a total of C$155 million in gold, 
most of which was sold to the United States. 

A summary of the payments made during 
1959 under this program follows: 

Percentage Assistance 
Number of of total Assistance payable 

mines production payable per ounce 
produced 

10 53.35 $3, 548, 901. 97 $3. 32 
12 24.45 - 2, 776, 600. 43 5.69 
7 10.52 1, 837, 545. 39 8.68 

11 11.57 2, 337, 313. 88 10.27 

40 99.89 10, 500, 361. 67 5. 26 
2 .11 23,590.05 10.27 

42 100.00 10, 523, 951. 72 5.26 

Source: Department of Mines and Technical Surveys, Government of Canada, "Report on Administration of 
the Emergency Gold Mining Assistance Act." 

Australia, whose production (1.07 million 
ounces in 1959) nearly equaled that of the 
United States in 1959 extended its Gold 
Mining Assistance Act for 3 more years. 
At the same time, the maximum assistance 
was raised from $7.70 an ounce to $9.10 an 
ounce. Gold output in the Ph111ppines ( 402,-
600 ounces in 1959) is supported at the price 
of 150 pesos per ounce, equivalent to $75. 
In the Union of South Africa, the world's 
leading producer of gold, tax concessions are 
extended as additional amortization allow
ances to deep mines. The Ghana gold fields 
are benefited directly through a program 
of financial assistance to mining companies 
for development of new properties and ex
panding operations and through a 3-year 
mines training course supported by the gov
ernment to educate Africans in mine opera
tion. Ghana also is reported considering a 
subsidy program. 

Colombia, the major South American gold 
producer which had a 397,900 ounce yield 
in 1959, also has a subsidy program in effect. 

In international gold production, subsidy 
or incentive payments are not uncommon. 
In fact, it appears this is the only way that 
production levels can be maintained. 

Certainly, in our own national picture, 
subsidies are no strangers. In addition to 
the more common agricultural subsidies, 
there are Federal assistance programs for 
many industries, including transportation 
by air, rails, and sea, and many others. 

The Joint Economic Committee prepared 
a report on subsidy and subsidylike pro
grams of the U.S. Government" during the 
2d session of the 86th Congress. In 
reporting the scope of subsidies, this report 
included a list of the types of subsidies 
granted by the Federal Government. These 
cover seven full pages, listing everything 
from school lunch programs to disaster loans 
for small businesses. 

So broad and complex is the scope of the 
subsidy program, that the committee report 
(p. ·18) states "It is probably impossiJ;>le 
to make an estimate of the total subsidy 
payments of the Federal Government during 
any single year that would receive general 
acceptance." 

The committee did, however, attempt to 
make an estimate covering agriculture, busi
ness, labor, homeowners, tenants and civil
ian and national defense stockpiles. These 
added up to $7,460 million in 1960. 

In the minerals subsidy review, the Joint 
Economic Committee listed many commodi
ties, from aluminum to zinc. Gold was not 
among the minerals whose industries were 
receiving benefits through tax amortizations, 
loan guarantees, subsidy or other assistance 
programs. 

This study concluded: "It is apparent 
from the foregoing discussion that, in the 
course of our history, the Federal Govern
ment has engaged in a great variety of sub
sidy and subsidylike programs. Originally 



8702 - CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE May 23 
they were limited substantially to assistance 
to transportation interests, to encourage 
foreign trade and domestic expansion and 
development; more recently subsidies have 
expanded to the point where few segments 
of our economy are completely unaffected 
by them. Diverse as these subsidy -programs 
are, it is unrealistic either to condemn or 
to praise Federal subsidies as such. Each 
particular program which is determined to 
contain an element of subsidy must be 
judged independently, taking into account 
the economic, social, and political condi
tions prevailing at the time." 

And in conclusion, I would like to point 
out an indirect subsidy we are making to the 
economies of foreign nations. Some of this 
economic assistance, I am sure, will find its 
way to the mining industries. 

I speak now of our Public Law 480 grants 
to other countries. Two examples are the 
recently approved agreement with Brazil 
whereby that nation acquires some $70 
million worth of grain from this country. 
All of the grain will be paid for in Brazilian 
currency and all the Brazilian cruzeiros will 
stay in Brazil. 

Twenty percent of the $70 million-some 
$14 million-will be given back to the coun
try as a direct grant for economic develop
ment. Sixty-five percent-$47,500,000-will 
be loaned back to Brazil for economic de
velopment. 

A similar situation exists in India where 
$1 billion in farm commodities has been 
authorized for delivery. Of the $1 bililon 
India is paying for these farm commodi
ties, $420 million is being given to India as 
an economic development grant. Another 
$427 million is being loaned to India for sim
ilar economic development. 

The cost of this gold mining incentive pro
gram, which would benefit one of our own 
industries, would help our own economy, 
would be slight compared to these tremen
dous and great grants and loans. 

In return for our investment, this country 
would be aiding unemployment in reviving 
a badly distressed industry, would be stabiliz
ing our own economy and would be 'building 
up our own gold reserves. 

This is a statement by Congressman 
HAROLD T. JoHNSON supporting House Joint 
Resolution 185 and H.R. 6734. 

A Selected Chronology on Cuba and 
Castro 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. DON L. SHORT 
OF NORTH DAKOTA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 23, 1961 

Mr. SHORT. Mr. Speaker, in view of 
the verbal beating the United States has 
taken around .the world in the wake of 
the Cuban defeat, I feel we should sober
ly assess in the Congress and in this 
country America's foreign relations. I 
realize this is now being attempted by 
the semisecret hearings which have been 
taking place in the Senate Foreign Re
lations Committee, and the not-so-secret 
comments being made by many public 
officials, commentators, columnists, and 
soon. 

In an effort to keep the facts straight 
and to help nie in a personal evaluation, 
I some time back asked the Legislative 
Reference Services to provide me with a 

chronological listing of the sequence of 
events in Cuba which brought us to this 
sorry state of embarrassment. 

The latest addition to this chronology, 
of course, is the present blackmailing ex
change of prisoners for 500 bulldozers 
program suggested by Castro over the 
past weekend. Needless to say, I feel 
this would be compounding all our for
mer errors were we to do this as an offi
cial act of our Government. 

I would like to ask special permission 
that this chronology of events, as pre
pared by the Library of Congress, be in
serted in the RECORD in toto-for the en
lightenment and use of those concerned 
with this problem. It most emphatically 
tells a story-a continued story-and 
should prove to be a convincer-as well 
as a shocker-to many who lost sight of 
what was transpiring, and who we feel 
should not have done so. We of the 
Congress who are not privileged to sit in 
on the private councils, and the general, 
do not wish a repeat performance. 

The chronology follows: 
A SELECTED CHRONOLOGY ON CUBA AND 

CASTRO 1 

March 10, 1952: Fulgencio Batista ousts 
President Prio Socarras (elected on June 1, 
1948) in a military coup. Batista was a 
candidate for the presidential elections 
scheduled for June 1952. 

July 26, 1953 : A band of rebel youths 
{led by Fidel Castro Ruiz) attacks the Mon
cada Barracks in Santiago de Cuba. About 
100 students and soldiers are killed. {This 
is the origin of the name of the "26 de Julio" 
movement.) Castro is sentenced to 15 years 
in prison {for his release, see below Nov. 1, 
1954; for the revolt led by Castro, see below 
Nov. 30-Dec. 4, 1956). 

November 1, 1954: General Fulgencio 
Batista is elected President (inaugurated 
on Feb. 24, 1955) for another 4 years. (He 
was the only candidate.) Presidential am
nesty lets Castro out of prison. He goes 
abroad, where he begins to organize the "26 
de Julio" movement (see below Nov. 30-
Dec. 4, 1956). 

April 29, 1956: Government forces put 
down an uprising in Cuba. (A group of 
rebels try to seize an army post in Matan
zas, 60 miles east of Havana.) President 
Batista suspends constitutional guarantees 
for 45 days, and imposes press and radio 
censorship. 

June 2, 1956: President Batista announces 
that press and radio censorship will be ter
minated as of June 3, 1956. 

November 30-December 4, 1956: Revolu
tionary uprising against the Batista regime, 
in the Cuban Province of Oriente. Fidel 
Castro, at the head of a group of approxi
mately 40 rebels, lands in Cuba from Mexico. 
The uprising is reported crushed by the 
Cuban Army and Castro killed. A number 
of rebels retreat to the Sierra Maestra (at 
the southern tip of the island). Hundreds 
of opposition leaders are arrested. "Fidel 
Castro and his 26th of July movement are 
the :flaming symbol of opposition to the 
regime. The organization is formed of 
youths of all kinds. It is a revolutionary 
movement that calls itself socialistic. It 
is also nationalistic, which generally ln Lat
in America means anti-Yankee. The pro
gram is vague and couched in generalities, 
but it amounts to a new deal for Cuba, 
radical, democratic and therefore anti
Communist. The real core of its strength 
is that it is fighting against the milltary 

1 Based chiefly on excerpts from Dead
line Data; reproduced with the permission 
of Deadline Data on World Affairs. 

dictatorship of President Batista." (Herbert 
L. Matthews in New York Times, Feb. 24, 
1957). . 

December 18, 1956: New wave of terrorism 
breaks out throughout Cuba. By January 
18, 1957, the violence results in 70 deaths 
and hundreds of arrests. 

March 11. 1957: New wave of violence 
breaks out in Oriente Province. 

July 31, 1957: Anti-Government demon
strations in Santiago de Cuba (capital of 
Oriente Province), during a visit by U.S. 
Ambassador Earl T. Smith. Ambassador 
Smith is reported to have described as "ex
cessive police action" the use by police of 
fire hoses to disperse the demonstrators. 

August 1, 1957: Constitutional guarantees 
suspended for 45 days throughout Cuba. 
Censorship of the press and radio is im
posed. A general strike is called in Santi
ago de Cuba in protest against the dispersal 
of the demonstrators on July 31. 

August 9, 1957: Cuban Army announces 
that two encounters have taken place be
tween rebels and Government troops in 
Las Villas Province (central Cuba). "This 
is the first time there has been an official 
report of rebels operating in Las Villas." 
(New York Times, Aug. 10, 1957). 

September 4, 1957: President Fulgencio 
Batista reaffirms his decision to hold general 
elections on June 1, 1958. 

September 5-6, 1957: Units of the CUban 
Navy and maritime police revolt in Cien
fuegos. The uprising is suppressed by the 
Cuban Army, supported by tanks and air
craft, after a 2-day battle. One hundred 
persons are reported killed. 

September 12, 1957: President Batista an
nounces he will not be a candidate for 
reelection. On the same day, Cuban Govern
ment extends the suspension of constitu
tional guarantees (imposed on Aug. 1, see 
above, July 21 and Aug. 1, 1957). 

November 1, 1957: Cuban Liberation Coun
cil consisting of the seven major groups op
posing Batista formed in Miami. 

November 19, 1957: U.S. customs author
ities· seize a yacht loaded with arms and 
medical supplies, in Florida. Thirty-one 
Cubans are arrested aboard the yacht, which 
was preparing to sail for Cuba. 

November 29, 1957: U.S. customs author
ities in Miami seize another arms shipment 
destined for Cuba. 

December 30, 1957: Letter from Castro 
{dated Dec. 14) to Cuban Liberation Council 
in Miami made public. Castro asserts that 
the 26th of July Movement is alone in carry
ing on the entire revolutionary struggle in
side Cuba and calls the unity pact signed by 
the council "fraudulent." He insists on 
naming Dr. Manuel Urrutia provisional presi
dent {the council had previously excluded 
Urrutia from its list of candidates) and calls 
for elections within 18 months. Orthodox 
Party follows 26th of July Movement's walk
out from council. Authentic Party, principal 
remaining force in the council, soon agrees 
to accept Castro's terms. 

January 14, 1958: Rebels raid the port of 
Manzanillo in Oriente Province. 

January 25, 1958: Constitutional guaran
tees are restored, except in Oriente Province. 

February 3, 1958: Censorship of press and 
radio is lifted in Oriente Province. 

February 13, 1958: Former Cuban Presi
dent Carlos Prio Socarras and eight other 
Cubans are indicted by a U.S. Federal grand 
jury on charges of conspiring to set up a 
military expedition to invade Cuba. 

February 20, 1958: Rebel leader Fidel Cas
tro declares (to a correspondent of the New 
York Times), that he would be ready to end 
the civil war and agree to general elections 
under President Batista under the following 
two conditions: lf military forces are with
drawn from Oriente before the elections, and 
if the elections are supervised by the Organ
ization of American States. 
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March 14, 1958: U.S. Government imposes 

embargo on shipment of arms to Cuba. 
March 17, 1958: Rebel leader Fidel Castro 

issues a manifesto setting April 1 as the 
date for commencement of total war against 
the regime of President Batista. According 
to the manifesto, a strike, backed by armed 
action, is to be called at a later date, to lead 
to overthrow of the Government. 

March 20, 1958: Superior Electoral Tri
bunal Cuba announces postponement of 
presidential elections (scheduled for June 1) 
until November 3. 

April 2, 1958: Communists issue mani
festo stating intention to join with "all 
Cubans to end tyranny." 

April 9, 1958: Rebels to call for general 
strike and clash with armed forces in Ha
vana and other sections of Cuba. 

June 26-July 1, 1958: Cuban rebels in 
Oriente Province kidnap 3 Canadian and 
45 United States citizens, including 30 sail
ors and marines from the U.S. Guantanamo 
Naval Base. 

July 28, 1958: Marines from the U.S. 
Guantanamo Naval Base land in Cuba (with 
approval of the Cuban Government) to 
guard a pumping station, 6 miles away, 
which supplies the base with water. (The 
pumping station is in an area from which 
Cuban Government forces have been with
drawn.) 

July 30, 1958: Rebel leader Fidel Castro 
demands "immediate withdrawal" of U.S. 
Marines. 

August 1, 1958: U.S. Marines are with
drawn from Cuban territory. 

August 2, 1958: Cuban Government an
nounces its forces have resumed guard duty 
at the pumping station. 

August 28, 1958: Outlawed Cuban Com
munist Party issues open letter to Cuban 
rebels, ca111ng for "united front" against the 
Batista regime. 

October 20, 1958: Rebel leader Fidel Cas
tro orders confiscation of property of British 
companies and citizens in territories con
trolled by the rebels, in reprisal for the sale 
of jet planes by Britain to the Batista gov
ernment. 

On the same day, October 20, Cuban rebels 
kidnap (near Santiago de Cuba} two Ameri
cans and seven Cubans employed by the 
Texas Oil Co. (For previous kidnapings of 
U.S. citizens by the rebels, see above 1958, 
June 26-July 1.) All nine men are released 
3 days later. 

October 23, 1958: U.S. Government orders 
evacuation of dependents of U.S. employees 
working at U.S.-owned Nicara nickel plant in 
Oriente Province. 

November 3, 1958: Elections for President, 
Vice President, Senate, one-half of the House 
of Representatives, and Governors of the six 
provinces. Andres Rivero Aguero, candidate 
of the four-party government coalition, is 
elected president. (Voting in Cuba is ob
ligatory, however, approximately 40 percent 
of the electorate failed to vote.) 

November 12, 1958: Cuban rebels announce 
beginning of an offensive in Oriente Prov
ince. 

November 27, 1958: Government forces an
nounce offensive in Oriente Province. 

December 1, 1958: Rebel forces cut off 
water supply of the Preston sugar mill, owned 
by the United Fruit Co. 

December 24, 1958: Rebel forces capture 
Sancti Spiritus in Las V111as Province. 

December 30, 1958: House-to-house fight
ing between rebel and government forces in 
Santa Clara, capital of Las Villas Province. 
On the same day, a powder magazine explodes 
in Havana. 

January 1, 1959: President Fulgencio Ba
tista resigns and appoints a ruling junta, 
headed by Gen. Eulogio Cantillo, which desig~ 
nates Dr. Carlos Piedra, the oldest judge of 
the supreme court, as provisional president 
in accordance with the constitution of 1940. 
General Cantillo assumes duties as chief of 

staff of the armed forces. On the same day, 
General Batista flees to exile in the Domini
can Republic. Mob violence breaks out in 
Havana. 

January 2, 1959: Castro proclaims Manuel 
Urrutia Provisional President of the Cuban 
Republic. 

January 3, 1959: Urrutia is sworn in as 
Provisional President in Santiago (provi
sional capital of the rebel government). On 
the same day, Urrutia appoints Fidel Castro 
commander in chief of Cuban armed forces, 
and announces composition of new Cabinet. 

January 6, 1959: Provisional President 
Manuel Urrutia dissolves Cuban Congress 
and assumes legislative powers until new 
elections are held. On the same day, Urrutia 
orders the removal from office of all Gov
ernors of provinces, mayors, and aldermen. 

January 23, 1959: Public trial of Major 
Jesus Blanco opens in Havana sports sta
dium. Since the beginning of the new re
gime large-scale summary trials by military 
tribunals and executions of ex-Batista of
ficials have taken place. By mid-January 
the published total of executions reached 
150. Castro, in reply to statements made in 
United States deploring these executions, 
charged that the protesters never voiced any 
objections to the years of killing and torture 
by the Batista regime and insisted that the 
trials would continue. 

February 16, 1959: Fidel Castro is sworn 
in as Premier (replacing Jose Miro Cardona). 

April 15, 1959: Premier Castro arrives in 
the United States on an 11-day unofficial 
visit (by invitation of the American Society 
of Newspaper Editors). The unofficial total 
of executions in Cuba reaches 509. 

May 13, 1959: Cuban Government orders 
the confiscation of the holdings of 117 com
panies and 18 individuals charged with 
crimes against national economy and with 
enriching themselves illegally under the 
Batista regime. 

May 17, 1959: President Manuel Urrutia 
Lleo signs into law the agrarian reform bill. 
(The law is published in the Official Gazette 
on June 5.) The law provides for distribu
tion of unused lands. 

June 11, 1959: U.S. note to Cuba delivered: 
the Cuban agrarian law "gives serious con
cern to the Government of the United States 
with regard to the adequacy of the provision 
for compensation to its citizens whose prop
erty may be expropriated." 

June 29, 1959 : Chief of Cuban Air Force, 
Maj. Pedro L. Diaz Lanz, resigns. He charged 
"there was Communist influence in the 
armed forces and Government." (N.Y. 
Times, July 1, 1959). 

July 14, 1959: President Manuel Urrutia 
in a press conference states: "I reject the 
support of the Communists, and I believe 
that any real Cuban Revolutionary should 
reject it openly." 

July 17, 1959: Fidel Castro announces his 
resignation as Premier. On the same day, 
President Manuel Urrutia resigns after being 
accused by Castro of actions "bordering on 
treason." Also on July 17, the Cabinet ap
points Osvaldo Dortlcos Torrado as new 
President. 

July 18, 1959 : Osvaldo Dorticos Torrado is 
sworn in as President. He announces that 
the Council of Ministers has refused to ac
cept Fidel Castro's resignation. 

July 26, 1959: Fidel Castro resumes duties 
as Premier. 

October 21, 1959: Two unidentified planes 
fly over Havana dropping anti-Castro leaf
lets. One person is k111ed and several 
wounded in bomb explosions in Havana. 

October 22, 1959: Premier Fidel Castro 
declares (in a television broadcast) that the 
planes involved in the October 21 "bombing" 
are based in the United States. Castro calls 
the "attack" "base and unpardonable." 

October 26, 1959: Mass rally (attended by 
an estimated 300,000) to protest U.S. "ag-

gression." Premier Castro (in a speech) at
tacks the United States, announces the re
establishment of military courts to try 
"traitors" and "counter-revolutionaries." 

October 28, 1959: President Eisenhower 
declares (at a news conference) that the 
United States is using "every single facility 
that is available" to prevent illegal flights 
from the United States to Cuba. 

November 2, 1959: Government seizes 
nearly 75,000 acres of foreign-controlled 
agricultural and mineral lands in Oriente 
Province. "The seizures included nearly 
10,000 acres on which the Bethlehem Steel 
Corp. held mineral concessions." (AP, No
vember 2, 1959). 

November 10, 1959: U.S. Department of 
State issues statement on Cuban campaign 
of "inaccurate, malicious and misleading re
ports" on the alleged bombing of Havana 
October 21. 

November 22, 1959: Cuban Confederation 
of Labor withdraws from the Inter-Ameri
can Regional Organization of Labor (a 
branch of the International Confederation 
of Free Trade Unions) . 

November 26, 1959: Maj Ernesto Guevara 
is appointed president of the National Bank 
of Cuba. 

November 30, 1959: Trials by mHitary 
courts are resumed in Cuba. 

January 11, 1960: United States note to 
Cuba delivered, protesting against "numer
ous actions" taken by the Cuban Government 
"which are considered by the U.S. Govern
ment to be in denial of the basic rights of 
ownership of U.S. citizens in Cuba--rights 
provided under both Cuban law and gen
erally accepted international law." Accord
ing to the note, these actions "involve prin
cipally the seizure and occupation of land 
and buildings" of U.S. citizens "without 
court orders and frequently without any 
written authorization whatever." 

On the same day (January 11), Cuban Gov
ernment rejects the U.S. note and states that 
"* • • the revolutionary Government [will] 
accelerate the works of agrarian reform, 
applying equal methods of expropriation and 
indemnification to nations and foreigners." 
Hundreds of millions of dollars worth of 
American property has already been seized 
with little or no formality." 

January 21, 1960: U.S. Ambassador Philip 
Bonsai was ordered back to Washington for 
consultation by Secretary of State Herter 
after Premier Castro accused the United 
States of waging a campaign of hostility 
against Cuba. Secretary Herter character
ized the speech as Castro's "most insulting" 
attack on "the American Government and 
the American people" since he came to power 
a little more than a year ago. 

January 26, 1960: President Eisenhower 
(at a news conference) rejects Cuban charges 
against the United States, reaffirms U.S. 
policy of nonintervention in Cuban domestic 
affairs and declares that "We are not going 
to be a party to reprisals or anything of 
that kind." "The President underlines 
U.S. amity for Cuba in reply to a question 
whether it would be desirable to cut the 
quota of Cuban sugar imported to the 
United States. This quota amounts to a 
third of U.S. consumption." (New York 
Times, Jan. 27, 1960.) 

February 4-13, 1960: Soviet First Deputy 
Premier Anastas I. Mikoyan in Cuba. (Cuba 
does not have diplomatic relations with the 
Soviet Union.) 

February 5, 1960: Mikoyan opens Soviet 
cultural exhibition in Havana. 

February 10, 1960: Military court in Ha
vana sentences 104 persons to prison terms 
ranging from 3 to 30 years on charges of 
conspiracy against the Cuban Government. 

·February 12, 1960: Mikoyan announces 
that the Soviet Union is willing to sell mili
tary aircraft to the Cuban Government. 
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February 13, 1960: Uikoyan and Premier 

Castro sign an agreement under which the 
Soviet Union is to buy 5 million tons of sugar 
at world market price, over a 5-year period. 
and to grant Cuba a credit of $100 million 
"for the acquisition of equipment, ma
chinery, and material." The credit is repay
able in 12 years at 2% percent interest. (The 
sugar agreement makes the Soviet Union the 
second largest buyer of Cuban sugar, after 
the United States.) 

February 18, 1960: Premier Castro an
nounces (in a television-radio address) that 
two American flyers were killed (on Feb. 18) 
in a crash on Cuban soil of a U.S.-based plane 
which attempted to attack a sugar mill in 
Matanzas Province. 

February 19, 1960: U.S. Department of 
State acknowledges that the plane took off 
from Florida and relays "sincere regrets" 
over the incident to the Cuban Government. 
"The United States welcomed Cuba's ac
ceptance of Washington's offer to send tech
nical experts to help determine the cause 
of the crash [Department of State spokes
man], Mr. White said. • • • [The incident] 
lent considerable weight to numerous past 
charges by Cuba that planes from [the 
United States] had been setting fire to sugar
cane fields on the island." (New York Times, 
Feb. 20, 1960.) 

February 20, 1960: Central Planning Board 
is established by the Government. Its func
tion is to supervise and coordinate the eco
nomic affairs of Cuba and to fix the general 
regulations of guidance for private enter
prise. The board is headed by Premier 
Castro. 

February 21, 1960: Unidentified plane 
drops several bombs on an industrial suburb 
of Havana, according to a statement by the 
Cuban Government. The windows of an 
Esso oil refinery are damaged. 

February 22, 1960: Cuban Government (in 
a note delivered to the U.S. charge d'affaires 
in Havana) expresses its willingness to re-

' new negotiations through diplomatic chan
nels concerning the differences between 
Cuba and the United States--the Cuban 
Government stated that it wished to clarify 
that the negotiations would be contingent 
on abstentions by the United States from 
any unilateral action that would prejudge 
the results of these negotiations or might 
cause damage to the Cuban economy or the 
Cuban people. Unilateral action refers to 
any possible reduction of Cuba's sugar quota 
at approximately 2 cents above the world 
market rate. (New York Times, Feb. 23, 
1960.) 

February 25, 1960: Premier Castro an
nounces that the Cuban Government will 
spend 152 million pesos ($152 million) in 
1960 on the first phase of a program to indus
trialize Cuba and make it economically in
dependent. 

February 26, 1960: Ernesto Guevara, pres
ident of the National Bank of Cuba, declares 
(in a speech to cane planters) that the Cu
ban Government intends to use a system of 
cooperatives, as opposed to individual effort, 
in the development of Cuban economy. 

March 4, 1960: French freighter loaded 
with ammunition and explosives for the Cu
ban Army explodes in Havana Harbor. 
Seventy-five to 700 persons were killed and 
more than 200 injured. 

March 5, 1960: Premier Castro, at the mass 
funeral of 27 dockworkers killed yester
day, implied that the United States was in
volved in the sabotage of the munitions ship 
which exploded in Havana Harbor. The 
United States issued a vigorous protest 
against the Premier's accusation. 

March 7, 1960: Secretary of State Herter 
told Cuba's charge d'affaires . that Premier 
Castro's lmpllcation that the United States 
was involved in the munitions ship explo
sion was baseless, erroneous, and mislead
Ing. Mr. Herter protested strongly against 

the Premier's unfounded and irresponsible 
attitude and added that such statements 
could only contribute further to the un
happy deterioration of United States-Cuban 
relations. 

March 8, 1960: Cuba rejects the U.S. pro
test as "insulting," made in an "aggressive 
tone," and "derogatory to our national dig
nity." 

March 16, 1960: President Eisenhower sub
mits to Congress proposals for new legis
lation to replace the Sugar Act (due to ex
pire at the end of 1960). 

March 17, 1960: On the same day (Mar. 
17), Rufo L6pez-Fresquet resigns as Finance 
Minister. The resignation removes the last 
anti-Communist from the Castro Cabinet. 

March 20, 1960: U.S. Secretary df State 
Christian A. Herter declares (in a television 
interview) that although some Communist 
sympathizers hold high offices in Cuba, and 
some of Premier Castro's acts appear to fol
low a Communist pattern, "I don't think 
anyone could say affirmatively that Cuba is 
Communist at the present time." 

U.S. Ambassador to Cuba Philip W. Bon
sal returns to Havana. 

March 21, 1960: A U.S.-based private plane 
is shot down over Cuban territory by Cuban 
Government troops. The American pilot and 
copilot are captured. 

March 29, 1960: Premier Castro announces 
that he will not send the Cuban Ambassador 
back to Washington unless the United States 
modifies its unfriendly policies toward Cuba. 

Premier Castro announces (in a televi
sion address) that his Government will "not 
be bound by the inter-American pact against 
communism because it did not sign the 
pact." 

March 31, 1960: Poland and Cuba sign a 
trade agreement under which Cuba is to 
receive industrial plants, and equipment, 
ships, planes, and helicopters on credit and 
in exchange for goods. The agreement also 
provides for technical and scientific assist
ance to Cuba by Polish experts. 

April 8, 1960: U.S. Secretary of State Her
ter declares (at a news conference) : "There 
is one very disturbing development that is 
taking place in Cuba, and that is that anti
communism is now being made synonymous 
with antirevolution, and that those who ex
press concern about Communist influence 
are now being accused of being antirevolu
tion, and anti-Castro. This iS obviously an 
effort to stop any anti-Communist criticism 
that might arise within the country itself." 
"Asked later whether he felt his anti-anti
communism was being done with the active 
support and aid of some of the officials of 
the Cuban Government, Mr. Herter replied, 
'Yes, I think very definitely.' " 

Apr11 25, 1960: Agrarian Reform Institute 
expropriates more than 170,000 acres owned 
by the United Fruit Co. in eastern Cuba. 

On the same day Guatemala asked the 
Organization of American States to inves
tigate Cuban charges that Guatemala is 
planning an invasion of Cuba. 

April 28, 1960: Guatemala severs diplo
matic relations with Cuba. 

April 29, 1960: CUban police announce ar
rest of opposition leaders accused of a con
spiracy to overthrow the Castro government. 

May 8, 1960: Foreign Ministry announces 
that the Soviet Union and Cuba have re
newed diplomatic relations at Embassy level. 

May 11, 1960: Two progovernment unions 
seize the Diario de la Marina, Cuba's oldest 
and largest newspaper. 

May 16, 1960: Presna Libre, a Havana 
daily, is seized by union workers. 

May 17, 1960: Archbishop of Santiago de 
Cuba, Enrique Perez serrentes, attacks com
munism in a pastoral letter. Referring to 
communism, he says: "It cannot be said that 
the enemy is at the gates because in rea.lity 
it is within the gates." 

May 23, 1960: United States and British oil 
companies in Cuba will be required (accord
ing to Cuban official sources) to refine Soviet 
crude oil, instead of the crude hitherto ob
tained from Venezuela. 

May 27, 1960: U.S. State Department an
nounces that the U.S. economic aid program 
to Cuba (which has been running at between 
$150,000 to $200,000 a year) wlll be termi
nated on December 1, 1960. U.S. military aid 
(presently consisting of training of a few 
Cuban air cadets in Texas) will be termi
nated in June 1960. 

June 1, 1960: U.S. House of Representa
tives• Agriculture Committee rejects the ad
ministration request (see above March 16, 
1960) to authorize the President to cut 
Cuba's share of U.S. sugar imports, and votes 
a 1-year extension of the present Sugar Act, 
which authorizes cuts in the Cuban sugar 
quota only if Cuba fails to fill its quota of 
sugar imports to the United States. The 
committee chairman declares that the ad
ministration proposal would enable the 
President to commit "an act of economic ag
gression against Cuba" which would en
danger U.S. relations with the rest of Latin 
America. 

June 7, 1960: United States and British oil 
refineries in Cuba reject CUban Government's 
demand that they refine Soviet crude oil. 

June 10, 1960: Czechoslovakia and CUba 
sign trade agreement providing for the build
ing of eight factories in CUba by the end of 
the year, each costing about $4 million. The 
factories are to turn out refrigerators, sew
ing machines and other consumer goods. 
Under the agreement Czechoslovakia will 
grant Cuba credits of about $20 million, re
payable in 10 years at 2¥z percent interest. 

June 11, 1960: Cuban Government seizes 
four hotels, among them the American
operated Nacional and the Havana Hilton, 
the two largest luxury hotels in Havana. The 
Tropicana nightclub is also seized. 

June 16, 1960: Cuban Government orders 
two attaches of the U.S. Embassy in Havana 
to leave the country within 24 hours. They 
are accused of "conspiring with counter 
revolutionaries." 

June 18, 1960: U.S. Government orders two 
Cuban consular officials to leave the country 
within 48 hours. They are Carlos Manuel 
Lazaro Feliz Sanchez y Basquet, assistant to 
the Cuban Consul at Miami, and Dr. Berta 
Luisa Pla y Badia, Cultural Attache at the 
Cuban Consulate in New York. 

June 26, 1960: Army ammunition dump 
in the Havana Harbor area explodes, killing 
2 and injuring at least 200 persons. 

June 27, 1960: U.S. House of Representa
tives' Agriculture Committee unanimously 
approves a 1-year extension of the present 
Sugar Act and includes authority for the 
President to reduce the Cuban sugar quota 
in 1960 and to eliminate it in 1961. 

On the same day, U.S. Government sub
mits memorandum to the Inter-American 
Peace Committee, a unit of the Organization 
of American States. In the memorandum 
(made public on June 29) the United States 
accuses the Cuban Government of contrib
uting to tensions in the Caribbean by wag
ing a campaign of lies and slander against 
the United States. Stating that it had re
sponded to "hostile attitudes and actions of 
the Cuban Government with patience and 
forbearance," the U.S. Government declares 
that this "exercise of restraint, however, has 
been in vain," and goes on to present an 
inventory of aggressive acts and statements 
of the Cuban Government. The memoran
dum ends with the remarks that "the Cuban 
Government's systematic and provocative 
campaign of slander and hostile propaganda 
against the United States, of which various 
examples have been cited in this memoran
dum, is a major contributor to interna
tional tensions in the area of the Caribbean 
and of the hemisphere as a whole." 
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June 29, 1960: Cuban Government seizes 

Texas Co. petroleum refinery in Santiago de 
Cuba. 

July 1, 1960: Cuba seizes the United States
owned Esso oil refinery and the British-con
trolled Shell refinery, the last two foreign
owned oil refineries in Cuba. 

July 3, 1960: U.S. Senate and House of 
Representatives pass a compromise sugar bill 
which authorizes the President to "deter
mine the quota for Cuba for the balance of 
the calendar year 1960 and for the 3-month 
period ending March 31, 1961, in such 
amounts as he shall find to be in the na
tional interest." 

July 5, 1960: The Cuban Ambassador
designate to the United States, Jose Miro 
Cardona (who was first Cuban Premier of the 
Castro regime) , resigns because of "ideolog
ical divergencies" with the Castro govern
ment, and takes refuge in the Argentine 
Embassy in Havana. 

July 6, 1960: The CUban Cabinet authorizes 
the expropriation of all United States-owned 
property in Cuba, "when deemed necessary 
in the national interest." 

July 9, 1960: Soviet Premier Khrushchev 
threatens the United States with rockets if 
the United States intervenes militarily in 
Cuba. President Eisenhower declares that 
the United States will not "permit the estab
lishment of a regime dominated by inter
national communism in the Western Hemi
sphere." He also says: "There is irony in Mr. 
Khrushchev's portrayal of the Soviet Union 
as the protector of independence of an 
American nation when viewed against the 
history of the enslavement of countless other 
peoples by Soviet imperialism." 

July 10, 1960: President Osvaldo Dorticos 
announces that the Soviet Union has offered 
to buy the 700,000 tons of sugar which the 
United States cut from Cuba's quota for the 
rest of the year. 

July 11, 1960: Cuba asks the U.N. Security 
Council to take action on her charges that 
the United States has been guilty of "re
peated threats, harassments, intrigues, re
prisals, and aggressive acts" against Cuba. 

July 12, 1960: Soviet Premier Khrushchev 
declares that the Soviet Union will support 
Cuba in any attempt to oust the United 
states from its naval base at Guantanamo. 
He denounces President Eisenhower's decla
ration that the United States will prevent 
the establishment of a regime dominated by 
international communism in the Western 
Hemisphere, and says: "We consider that the 
Monroe Doctrine has outlived its time, has 
died." 

July 13, 1960: Peru calls for a meeting of 
the foreign ministers of the Americas to con
sider the Soviet threat to inter-American 
unity. 

July 14, 1960: Argentine Note to CUba calls 
on the Castro government to dissociate it
self from the Khrushchev offer to protect 
Cuba with rockets in the event of U.S. ag
gression. (The Note is vehemently rejected 
by the Cuban press and radio as "Argentine 
meddling.") 

July 15, 1960: Two Latin American mem
bers of U.N. Security Council (Ecuador and 
Argentina) recommend that the Security 
Council refer to CUba's charges against the 
United States to the Organization of Ameri
can States. On the same day, the Braz111an 
Foreign Ministry recommends the same 
procedure. 

July 16, 1960: OAS Council meeting in 
Washington. 16 out of 17 delegates who 
speak (including the United States and ex
cluding only Cuba) favor the Peruvian call 
for a "coordination of will to reject the 
interference of any extracontinental power 
or of any totalitarian ideology." 

July 18, 1960: OAS Council (meeting in 
Washington) agrees unanimously to hold a 
foreign ministers' meeting on the United 
States-Cuban dispute. 

July 19, 1960: UN Security Council refers 
Cuba's charges against the United States to 
the Organization of American States. The 
vote on the Argentine-Ecuador resolution is 
nine to zero, with the Soviet Union and 
Poland abstaining. 

July 21, 1960: Defense Minister Raul 
Castro leaves Moscow after a 4-day visit. In 
a joint statement with Premier Khrushchev, 
Raul Castro expresses "the profound grati
tude" of the Cuban Government .and people 
for Soviet support. Khrushchev promises 
that the Soviet Union will deliver "oil and 
other goods ln amounts fully meeting the 
requirements of Cuba" in order to surmount 
the United States "economic blockade." 

July 23, 1960: Communist China signs 
agreement (in Havana) with CUba to buy 
2.5 million long tons of sugar during the 
next 5 years, at an average of 500,000 tons a 
year. Communist China agrees to grant 
Cuba a credit (reported to be about $70 mil
lion) to buy "complete factories" in China. 

July 29, 1960: OAS Council (in Washing
ton) votes to hold a meeting of American 
Foreign Ministers in San Jose, Costa Rica, 
beginning August 16. The agenda will in
clude the Venezuelan charges against the 
Dominican Republic, the United States
Cuban dispute, and the threat of Commu
nist interference in the affairs of the West
ern Hemisphere. 

August 7, 1960: Premier Castro national
izes all remaining U.S.-owned property in 
Cuba. 

On the same day, the United States (in a 
memorandum to the Inter-American Peace 
Committee) makes a violent attack against 
the Cuban Government, and declares that 
it is "now in open league with the Soviet 
Union and Communist China." 

On the same day (August 7), the Roman 
Catholic hierarchy of Cuba expresses con
cern (in a pastoral letter read in all Cuban 
churches) over "the increasing advance of 
communism" in Cuba and over the close 
relations between the Soviet Union and 
Cuba. 

August 8, 1960: OAS Council (in Washing
ton) adopts by a vote of 20 to 1 over Cuban 
objections the revised agenda for the Ameri
can Foreign Ministers' meeting in San Jose, 
on August 16. A new agenda item will be 
the "defense of the democratic American in
stitutions against the subversive activities 
of any organization, government, or their 
agents." 

August 16-29, 1960: Conference of OAS 
Foreign Ministers in San Jose, Costa Rica, 
to consider the Dominican and Cuban 
questions. 

August 19, 1960: U.S. Government an
nounces it will not allow other countries to 
use U.S. loans to buy sugar from Cuba. 

August 24, 1960: In an address to the OAS 
conference, U.S. Secretary of State Herter de
clares that Cuba is being led "in the Com
munist direction." He declares that what 
is happening in Cuba is "part of a deter
mined effort by the Sino-Soviet powers to 
extend their control over an American state," 
and he asks the conference to take "the nec
essary positive decisions to meet the threat." 

August 28, 1960: CUban delegation walks 
out of the OAS meeting prior to a unanimous 
vote of the remaining Foreign Ministers ap
proving the Declaration of San Jose, which 
condemns Sino-Soviet intervention in the 
affairs of any American state. Cuba is not 
mentioned specifically in any part of the 
declaration. 

September 5-13, 1960: Inter-American 
Economic Conference in Bogota. Cuba is 
represented by her Minister of Economy. On 
September 11, the Act of Bogota, which in
corporates a wide-ranging U.S. social and 
economic development aid plan for Latin 
America, is signed by 19 American repub
lics. (The Dominican Republic did not at
tend the conference.) Cuba alone refuses 

to sign the act. On Sept.ember 7, the Cuban 
delegate attacks the U.S. aid plan as an 
attempt "to silence the militant hope awak
ened in the people of Latin America by the 
Cuban revolution." 

September 13, 1960: Cuban Government 
announces that Premier Castro and For
eign Minister Raul Roa will attend the U.N. 
General Assembly session which opens in 
New York on September 20. Foreign Minis
ter Roa declares that CUba will support the 
following aims in the U.N. General Assem
bly: A U.N. seat for Communist China; Al
gerian independence; the position of Patrice 
Lumumba as premier of the Congo ; denun
ciation of U.S. "imperialistic policies." 

September 14, 1960: United States re
stricts Premier Castro to Manhattan during 
his proposed visit to the U.N. General As
sembly-the same restriction as that im
posed on Soviet Premier Khrushchev. 

September 16, 1960: The Cuban Govern
ment seizes control of the tobacco industry 
and of all U.S. banks in Cuba. 

September 18, 1960: Premier Castro arrives 
in New York for the U.N. General Assem
bly session. 

September 20, 1960: Soviet Premier Khru
shchev pays a call on Castro in Harlem. 

September 24, 1960: Cuba formally recog
nizes Communist China and North Korea 
(the first Latin American state to do so). 

September 25, 1960: President Nasser of 
the United Arab Republic calls on Castro in 
Harlem. 

September 29, 1960: United States advises 
American citizens in Cuba to send home 
their wives and children. 

October 9, 1960: Cuban Government an
nounces that it has crushed an anti-Castro 
revolt in south-central Cuba, and accuses 
the United States of supplying the rebels 
with arms and ammunition. 

October 14, 1960: Cuban Government na
tionalizes all major companies and banks. 

October 18, 1960: Cuba asks the U.N. to 
consider the question of U.S. "aggression" 
against Cuba. 

October 19, 1960: United States puts an 
embargo on all exports to Cuba, except med
ical supplies and various food products. 
The State Department announcement de
clares that "this step has been reluctantly 
taken by the United States in order to carry 
out the responsibility of this Government to 
defend the legitimate economic interests of 
the people of this country against the dis
criminatory, aggressive, and injurious eco
nomic policies of the Castro regime." 

October 20, 1960: U.S. Ambassador to CUba, 
Philip W. Bonsai, is recalled to Washington 
for "an extended period of consultations." 

October 25, 1960: Cuban Government na
tionalizes 166 more United States-owned 
enterprises, valued at about $250 million. 

October 28, 1960: U.S. note to the Organ
ization of American States asks for an inves
tigation of large-scale arms shipments to 
Cuba. The note says: "With the notorious 
assistance of extracontinental powers, spe
cifically those of the Soviet bloc, Cuba is 
expanding rapidly its capacity to give armed 
support to the spread of its revolution in 
other parts of the Americas." 

November 1, 1960: President Eisenhower 
issues a statement reiterating U.S. determi
nation to defend the Guantanamo Naval 
Base. He declares that "because of its im
portance to the defense of the entire hemi
sphere, particularly in the light of the inti
mate relations which now exist between the 
present Government of Cuba and the Sino
Soviet bloc, it is essential that our position 
in Guantanamo Bay be clearly understood." 

November 1, 1960: On the same day, the 
U.N. General Assembly rejects Cuban and So
viet-bloc demands for an immediate Assem
bly debate on "U.S. aggression." The Assem
bly votes to send the Cuban complaint to the 
Assembly's Political Committee. 
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November 9, 1960: Premier Castro informs 

a mass meeting in Havana that Cuba has 
prevented the United States from attacking 
the island by denouncing U.S. aggression in 
the U.N., by making great milltary prepara
tions, and by alerting world opinion. 

November 14, 1960: Cuba withdraws from 
the World Bank. 

November 18, 1960: U.S. State Department 
issues statement: "Since Fidel Castro came 
into power, CUba has created and armed a 
military force 10 times the size of that of 
ex-President Fulgencio Batista and far 
larger than any army in Latin America. 
Total Soviet-bloc arms provided to the Castro 
government amount to at least 28,000 tons." 

November 27, 1960: Premier Fidel Castro 
(in a speech at a student rally in Havana 
University) makes a bitter attack against 
the Roman Catholic clergy in Cuba, accusing 
them of being "counterrevolutionaries." 

November 30, 1960: Communist China 
agrees to buy a million tons of Cuban sugar 
in 1961, thereby doubling the annual amount 
in the earlier agreement. Communist China 
also provides Cuba with an interest-free loan 
of 240 million rubles (about $60 million). 
The agreements are announced at the end of 
a visit of Maj. Ernesto Guevara, head of 
Cuba's National Bank, to Communist China. 

December 2, 1960: U.S. Government of
ficially designates Cuba for the first time 
as "Communist-controlled." This was done 
when the White House made a determina
tion that refugees from Cuba from now on 
qualify under that section of the Mutual 
Security Act which provides assistance for 
persons displaced from Communist-ruled 
lands. A White House announcement said 
that President Eisenhower had released $1 
million worth of mutual security funds for 
assistance of 30,000 Cuban refugees in Flor
ida." (New York Herald Tribune, Dec. 3, 
1960.) 

December 3, 1960: Roman Catholic hier
archy of Cuba (in an open letter to Premier 
Castro) rejects Castro's attacks against the 
Church. The letter also declares that the 
Government's revolutionary indoctrination 
has been following "purely Marxist lines." 

December 8, 1960: Cuba nationalizes the 
Royal Bank of Canada (in Cuba), which 
has 23 branches in the country. 

December 10, 1960: Major Ernesto Gue
vara, head of the Cuban National Bank, de
clares (in Moscow) that the Cuban Gov
ernment "wholeheartedly" endorses the 
Communist manifesto, drawn up by the 
leaders of 81 Communist parties at their 
recent meeting in Moscow. He declares that 
in accordance with the manifesto, Cuba will 
serve as a model for armed revolution in 
Latin America. 

December 16, 1960: President Eisenhower 
cuts to zero the import of Cuban sugar into 
the United States for the first 3 months of 
1961. 

December 19, 1960: Soviet-Cuban com
munique is signed (in Moscow) by Soviet 
First Deputy Premier Anastas I. Mikoyan 
and Major Ernesto Guevara, head of the 
Cuban National Bank. The Soviet Union 
promises to help Cuba build an iron and 
steel mill, an oil refinery, electric power 
stations and other industrial units. The 
communique says that the Soviet Union will 
buy from Cuba "2,700,000 tons of sugar if 
the United States carries out its threat not 
to purchase Cuban sugar." 

December 21, 1960: Government decree dis
misses 17 out of 32 justices of the Cuban 
Supreme Court. 

December 31, 1960: Foreign Minister Raul 
Roa flies to New York and calls for an im
mediate meeting of the UN Security Coun
cil, to take action on a Cuban charge that 
the United States is ready to "carry out, 
within a few hours, direct military aggres
sion" against Cuba. 

January 1, 1961: Security Council agrees 
to meet on January 4 to consider the Cuban 
charge against the United States. 

January . 2, 1961: Premier Castro declares 
(in a speech to a crowd of over 100,000 in 
Havana) that the U.S. Embassy will have to 
reduce its staff within 48 hours to 11, the 
number in the Cuban Embassy in Washing
ton. 

January 3, 1961: United States severs dip
lomatic and consular relations with Cuba, 
and asks Cuba to withdraw all its diplomatic 
and consular personnel from the United 
States. President Eisenhower issues a state
ment, in which he declares: "The Govern
ment of Cuba has decided to limit the 
personnel of our Embassy and consulate in 
Havana to 11 persons. Forty-eight hours 
was granted for the departure of our entire 
staff with the exception of 11. This calcu
lated action on the part of the Castro gov
ernment is only the latest of a long series 
of harassments, baseless accusations, and 
vlllfications. There is a limit to what the 
United States in self-respect can endure. 
That limit has now been reached. Our 
friendship for the Cuban people is not af
fected. It is my hope and my conviction 
that in the not-too-distant future it wm be 
possible for the historic friendship between 
us once again to find its reflection in normal 
relations of every sort. Meanwhile our sym
pathy goes out to the people of Cuba now 
suffering under the yoke of a dictator." 

January 4, 1961: Swiss Government agrees 
to handle U.S. diplomatic and consular 
affairs in Cuba. 

January 5, 1961: U.N. Security Council 
declines to act on Cuba's charge that the 
United States plans a military invasion of 
the island. 

January 15, 1961: Press reports from 
Havana indicate that Premier Castro's armed 
forces have launched a major offensive 
against anti-Castro insurgents in the Escam
bray Mountains in south-central Cuba. 

January 16, 1961: United States bans travel 
of American citizens to Cuba except by 
special permission of the State Department. 

January 30, 1961: Kennedy declares (in 
his state of the Union message) : "In Latin 
America, Communist agents seeking to ex
ploit that region's peaceful revolution of 
hope have established a base on Cuba, only 
90 miles from our shores. Our objection 
with Cuba is not over the people's drive for 
a better life. Our objection is to their domi
nation by foreign and domestic tyrannies. 

"Cuban social and economic reform should 
be encouraged. Questions of economics and 
trade policy can always be negotiated. But 
Communist domination in this hemisphere 
can never be negotiated." 

February 3, 1961: Cuban Government dis
misses 119 judges in a purge of the courts. 

On the same day (Feb. 3), President Ken
nedy allocates $4 million to help Cuban 
refugees in the United States up to the end 
of the fiscal year on June 30. 

February 11, 1961: Premier Castro de
nounces U.S. aid for "Cuban counterrevo
lutionary exiles." He says ~hat "if the 
United States believes it has the right to 
promote a counterrevolution in Cuba, Cuba 
believes it has the right to promote a revolu
tion in Latin America." He accuses the 
United States of parachuting large quantities 
of arms and food to anti-Castro rebels in the 
Escambray Mountains. 

February 14, 1961: Premier Castro declares 
(in a press interview) that he would like to 
"normalize" relations with the United States, 
but that this would depend on the United 
States ending its "direct military support" of 
his opponents. 

February 24, 1961: U.S. State Department 
declares that there can be no improvement 
of relations between Cuba and the United 
States until "the Cuban people may freely 
choose their own destiny." 

On the same day, Cuban Government 
transmits notes to all Latin American Gov
ernments with which Cuba maintains re
lations, urging them to resist any U.S. at
tempts to induce them to break relations 
with Cuba, and assuring them that Cuba 
does not intend to export its revolution to 
other Latin American countries. 

Cuban Government announces adminis
trative reorganization. A central planning 
junta is set up, headed by Premier Castro 
and with his brother, Raul (Armed Forces 
Minister), as vice president of the junta. 
Maj. Ernesto Guevara, president of the Na
tional Bank of Cuba, is given effective con
trol over Cuba's economy by his appointment 
as head of a new Ministry of Industry, which 
will direct a 4-year industrialization plan. 
New Ministries of Foreign Trade and Interior 
Commerce are also established. 

February 26, 1961: Government sources in 
Havana declare that the rebel movement in 
the Escambray Mountains has been crushed. 

March 1, 1961: El Salvador announces it 
has severed relations with Cuba, effective 
January 25. El Salvador is the eighth na
tion of the Western Hemisphere to sever re
lations with Cuba. 

March 22, 1961: Anti-Castro Cuban exile 
groups in the United States announce forma
tion of a "Revolutionary Council" headed 
by Dr. Jose Mir6 Cardona, who was the first 
Premier of the Castro regime in Cuba. The 
Council issues a statement calling on 
Cubans "to overthrow the Communist 
tyranny." 

March 29, 1961: U.S. Congress agrees to 
extend the President's authority to prohibit 
Cuban sugar imports until June 30, 1962, and 
to share its quota among other foreign and 
domestic producers. 

April 3, 1961: U.S. State Department issues 
pamphlet on Cuba which declares: "We call 
once again on the Castro regime to sever 
the links with the international Conu::xiunist 
movement, to return to the original pur
poses which brought so many gallant men 
together in the Sierra Maestra, and to re
store the integrity of the Cuban revolution. 
If this call is unheeded, we are confident 
that the Cuban people, with their passion 
for liberty, will continue to strive for a 
free Cuba." 

April 5, 1961: Foreign Minister Raul Roa 
(in a press interview in New York) de
nounces the State Department's pamphlet 
on Cuba as a "formalization of the unde
clared war which the United States is mak
ing against us." He also accuses the United 
States of arming and training in Florida 
and Guatemala a "so-called liberation army 
of 4,000 to 5,000 counterrevolutionaries, mer
cenaries and adventurers." 

April 8, 1961: Dr. Jose Mir6 Cardona, head 
of the Cuban Revoluntionary Council, is
sues a statement (in New York), calling all 
Cubans to arms to overthrow the regime of 
Premier Fidel Castro. He declares that the 
revolt must come from within the country. 

April 12, 1961: President Kennedy declares 
(at a press conference) that U.S. Armed 
Forces will not intervene "under any con
ditions" in Cuba, and that the U.S. Govern
ment "will do everything it possibly can 
to make sure that there are no Americans 
involved in any actions inside Cuba." He 
says that he would be opposed to any at
tempt by Cuban exiles to mount an anti
Castro offensive from the United States. 

April 15, 1961: Three Cuban military air 
bases are attacked by three bombers manned 
by anti-Castro personnel. Seven Cuban 
militiamen are reported killed and 47 
wounded. An arms dump is hit at Camp 
Libertad near Havana. One of the rebel 
pilots lands at Miami International Airport, 
and declares (in a statement issued to the 
press) that the three planes belonged to the 
Cuban Air Force and were manned by Cuban 
pilots who defected from the Cuban Air 
Force. 
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On the same day, Premier Castro orders a 

general mobilization of the armed forces 
and civilian mUitia. In a communique 
issued after the bombing attack, he declares: 
"Our country has been the victim of a crim
inal imperialist aggression which violates all 
norms of international law. If this air attack 
is a prelude to an invasion, the country, on 
a war basis, will resist and destroy with an 
iron hand any force which attempts to dis
embark upon our land." 

At an emergency session of the U.N. Gen
eral Assembly's Political Committee, Foreign 
Minister Raul Roa accuses the United 
States of having instigated the bombing at
tack on Cuba. He denies that the pilots de
fected from the Cuban Air Force and as
serts that they were "mercenaries bought 
by the United States." U.S. delegate to the 
U.N., Adlai E. Stevenson, denies the Cuban 
accusations, and reasserts that the United 
States will not intervene in Cuba. Soviet 
Delegate Valerian A. Zorin expresses "deep 
indignation" over the "barbarian attacks" 
launched against CUba by the United States. 

April 16, 1961: Premier Castro accuses the 
United States of responsibility for the air 
raid on Cuba and of deliberately trying 
to deceive world opinion by declaring that 
the fliers were defectors. He challenges 
President Kennedy to present before the U.N. 
the filers who bombed Cuba. 

On the same day, the United States grants 
political asylum to the three filers, but the 
identity and whereabouts of the three men 
are kept secret. 

April 17, 1961: Invasion of Cuba by anti
Castro forces begins. Rebel troops land on 
the southern coast in Las Villas Province. 
Rebel landings are also reported in Oriente 
Province in the southeast and in Pinar del 
Rio Province in the extreme west. 

U.S. Secretary of State Dean Rusk (at a 
press conference in Washington) expresses 
the sympathy of the American people for the 
anti-Castro movement, but reiterates that 
U.S. forces will not intervene in Cuba. 

In the U.N. General Assembly's Political 
Committee, Foreign Minister Raul Roa de
clares that Cuba has been invaded "by a 
force of mercenaries, organized, financed, and 
armed by the Government of the United 
States." He says that the attacks were 
launched from the United States and Guate
mala. Both countries deny this assertion. 

President of the Cuban Revolutionary 
Council, Dr. Jose Mir6 Cardona, issues a state
ment in New York, calling on "freedom-lov
ing peoples" of the Western Hemisphere to 
support the attack on Cuba. 

April 18, 1961: Soviet Premier Khrushchev 
sends a message to President Kennedy in 
which he charges the United States with 
responsib111ty for the invasion of Cuba. He 
warns that the Soviet Union will "render 
the Cuban people and their government all 
necessary assistance in beating back the 
armed attack on Cuba." 

On the same day, President Kennedy sends 
a reply to Khrushchev in which he states: 
"I have previously stated and I repeat now 
that the United States intends no armed 
intervention in Cuba. In the event of any 
military intervention by outside force we 
will immediately honor our obligations under 
the inter-American system to protect this 
hemisphere against external aggression. I 
have taken careful note of your statement 
that the events in Cuba might affect peace 
in all parts of the world. I trust that this 
does not mean that the Soviet Government, 
using the situation in Cuba as a pretext, is 
planning to inflame other areas of the world. 
I would like to think that your government 
has too great a sense of responsibility to 
embark on any enterprise so dangerous to 
general peace. I believe that you should 
recognize that free peoples in all parts · of 
the world do not accept the claim of his
torical inevitability for Communist revolu-

tion. The great revolution in the history 
of man, past, present, and future, is the rev
olution of those determined to be free." 

April 19, 1961: Cuban rebel invading forces 
give up their beachhead on the southern 
coast of Cuba, in an attempt to join guerril
las in the nearby Escambray Mountains. 
Rebel communique announces that the in
vaders have suffered "tragic losses" while 
being attacked by "Soviet tanks and artillery 
[and] Russian Mig aircraft." 

April 20, 1961: President Kennedy declares 
(in a speech to the American Society of News
paper Editors) that U.S. "restraint is not in
exhaustible,'' and that the United States does 
not intend to abandon Cuba to communism. 
He says: "Should it ever appear that the 
inter-American doctrine of noninterference 
merely conceals or excuses a policy of non
action; if the Nations of this hemisphere 
should fail to meet their commitments 
against outside Communist penetration, then 
I want it clearly understood that this Gov
ernment will not hesitate in meeting its pri
mary obligations, which are the security of 
our Nation." 

On the same day, April 20, Prime Minister 
Nehru of India accuses United States (in 
a statement in the Indian Parliament) of 
having encouraged the invasion of Cuba. 

April 21, 1961: U.N. General Assembly's 
Political Committee adopts (by a vote of 61 
to 27 with 10 abstentions) a resolution spon
sored by seven Latin American Nations (Ar
gentina, Chile, Colombia, Honduras, Panama, 
Uruguay, and Venezuela) which calls on 
members of the Organization of American 
States "to lend their assistance with a view 
to achieving a settlement [of the United 
States-Cuban crisis] by peaceful means." 
The 7-power proposal is supported by the 
United States, its Western European allies, 
most of the Latin American States, and 15 
Afro-Asian States. The only two Latin 
American countries to vote against it are 
Cuba and Mexico. The committee also en
dorses (by a vote of 42 to 31 with 25 absten
tions) a Mexican proposal which would call 
on all states to "insure that their territories 
and resources are not used to promote a civil 
war in Cuba.'' 

April 22, 1961: U.N. General Assembly 
eliminates the reference to the OAS in the 
7-power resolution, and approves a resolu
tion (by a vote of 59 to 13 with 24 absten
tions) which calls on all U.N. member states 
"to take such peaceful action as is open to 
them to remove existing tensions" between 
Cuba and the United States. 

April 22, 1961: Former President Eisen
hower confers (at Camp David, Md.) with 
President Kennedy on the Cuban situation. 
Eisenhower says to newsmen after the meet
ing: "I am all in favor of the United States 
supporting the man who has to carry the 
responsib111ty for our foreign affairs." 

On the same day (April 22) , Soviet Pre
mier Khrushchev sends President Kennedy 
a. reply to Kennedy's message on the Cuban 
situation. Khrushchev declares that in 
spite of all omcial U.S. denials, "it has now 
been proved beyond doubt that it was 
precisely the United States that prepared the 
intervention [in Cuba], financed the inva
sion and transported the gangs of merce
naries, which invaded the territory of Cuba. 
U.S. Armed Forces also took a direct part 
in the realization of the gangster attack on 
Cuba. American bombers and fighters sup
ported the operations of mercenaries who 
landed on Cuban territory, and took part in 
military operations against the armed forces 
of the lawful government and the people 
of Cuba." 

April 23, 1961: Premier Fidel Castro (in a 
47'2 -hour television speech in Havana, his 
first public appearance since the invasion of 
April 17) declares that no clemency will be 
shown to the 458 rebel prisoners captured 

in the April 17 landings, unless the United 
States ceases its aid to Cuban rebels. He 
warns the United States that if it tries to 
intervene directly in Cuba, "a conflagration 
of incalculable proportions" will be started 
which will be the "beginning of the end of 
the Yankee empire," Castro says: "We 
shall not fight alone.'' 

April 24, 1961: U.S. Presidential Press Sec
retary Pierre Salinger declares (in a state
ment to the press) that President Kennedy 
assumes "sole responsibility" for the U.S. 
role in the action against Cuba. 

On the same day, Honduras becomes the 
eighth Latin American State to sever diplo
matic relations with Cuba. 

April 26, 1961: Inter-American Defense 
Board (composed of military representatives 
of the 21 American Republics) votes to bar 
the Cuban representative from all secret ses
sions of the Board and to deny him access 
to all classified documents dealing with 
hemispheric defense plans, "as long as there 
exists the present evident alliance of Cuba 
with the Soviet bloc." The ban (proposed 
by the United States) is approved by a vote 
of 12 to 1 (Cuba) with 4 abstentions (Chile, 
Ecuador, Mexico, Venezuela) and one vote 
reserved (Brazil). 

April 30, 1961: State Department advises 
all U.S. citizens in Cuba to leave the island. 

May 1, 1961: Premier Castro in a May Day 
speech in Havana declared Cuba a Socialist 
nation and said there would be no more 
elections. He asserted that henceforth his 
revolutionary government would rely on the 
direct backing of the people as expressed in 
such demonstrations as the May Day rally. 

On the same day Secretary of State Dean 
Rusk told the Senate Foreign Relations Sub
committee on Latin American Affairs that 
the United States had no plans now "to 
proceed in any way in armed intervention 1n 
Cuba" but if the Castro regime engaged in 
acts of aggression this country "will defend 
itself.'' 

May 2, 1961: U.S. State Department de
scribed Cuba as a full-fledged member of 
the Communist bloc. The statement said: 
"Let there be no confusion regarding Cas
tro's use of the word "Socialist" instead of 
"Communist.'' The use of the word "Social
ist," in fact, meant that "Castro considers 
Cuba further along the Communist road than 
other countries in the bloc." 

May 3, 1961: Twenty-two rebels, including 
Capt. Manuel Artime, a leader of the April 
17invasion attempt, were captured by Cuban 
Government troops. The Government an
nounced that this brought the number of 
captured rebels to 1,122. 

May 5, 1961: An anti-Castro Cuban volun
teer declared that the Central Inte111gence 
Agency had held him and 16 others prisoner 
and incommunicado for 11 weeks before and 
during last month's abortive invasion. 

May 9, 1961: Cuban Revolutionary Council 
declares that its forces in last month's action 
had been "overcome by Soviet tanks and 
Migs; that is to say, by the Russian Em
pire," and that it was "preparing new plans" 
to win its fight. 

May 17, 1961: Premier Castro offers to ex
change his prisoners of the April 17 invasion 
of Cuba for 500 bulldozers from the United 
States, or else they would be sentenced to 
hard labor. "Of course," Castro said, "those 
among them who have committed murder 
cannot be exchanged for anything.'' 

The Cuban Revolutionary Councll called 
on the United States and Latin America to 
"take effective action" under inter-American 
pacts to support the councll's efforts to 
overthrow Premier Castro. 

On the same day, the U.S. House of Rep
:fesentatives passed a resolution declaring 
Cuba to be a "clear and present danger" to 
this hemisphere and urged the Organization 
of American States to take collective action 
against Castro. 
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